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Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS) 
for  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan.   This  FEIS  contains  the 
proposed  resource  management  plan,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Proposed 
Plan.   The  Proposed  Plan  is  a  refinement,  consisting  of  rewording  and 
correcting  for  clarification,  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  represented  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  published  in  April  1984. 
The  Proposed  Plan  is  the  BLM' s  proposed  action. 

This  proposed  action  may  be  protested.   Protests  should  be  sent  to  the  BLM 
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A  short  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  decision  is  wrong. 

After  the  30-day  protest  period  and  Governor's  Consistency  Review,  a 
record  of  decision  will  be  issued.   Approval  shall  be  withheld  on  any 
portion  of  the  plan  under  protest  until  the  final  action  has  been  completed 
on  such  protest.   The  record  of  decision  will  be  issued  in  several  months. 
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RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  /  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

for  the 
PICEANCE  BASIN,  COLORADO 


Draft  (  )  Final  (X) 

The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 

Land  Management 

1.  Type  of  Action:     Administrative  (X)    Legislative  (  ) 

2.  Abstract:  This  final  resource  management  plan  and 
environmental  impact  statement  describes  and  analyzes 
five  alternatives  including  the  Proposed  Resource  Man- 
agement Plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin.  It  was  developed 
following  a  90  day  review  of  the  draft  resource  manage- 
ment plan/environmental  impact  statement.  The  final 
resource  management  plan  will  be  published  with  the 
record  of  decision  in  several  months. 


3.  For  further  information  contact: 

Curt  Smith,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 
Telephone:  (303)  878-3601 

4.  Date  by  which  protests  must  be  received: 

Within  30  days  of  the  date  of  publication  of  the 
Notice  of  Availability  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  in  the  Federal  Register. 


DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Federal  Agencies 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Agriculture  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Minerals  Management  Service 

National  Park  Service 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 


State  Agencies 


Colorado  Commission  on  Higher  Education 
Colorado  Department  of  Education 
Colorado  Department  of  Energy  Conservation 
Colorado  Department  of  Health 
Colorado  Department  of  Highways 
Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Colorado  Department  of  Social  Services 
Colorado  Division  of  Impact  Assistance 
Colorado  Geological  Survey 


Colorado  State  Clearinghouse 
Colorado  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
Colorado  State  Department  of  Agriculture 


Local  Agencies 


Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado 
Eastern  Rio  Blanco  County  Parks  and  Recreation 

District 
Western  Rio  Blanco  County  Parks  and  Recreation 

District 
Garfield  County 
Grand  County 
City  of  Grand  Junction 
Town  of  Meeker 
Mesa  County 
Moffat  County 
Pitkin  County 
Town  of  Rangely 
City  of  Rifle 
Rio  Blanco  County 
Town  of  Silt 
Summit  County 
Town  of  Walden 


Other  Organizations  and 
Individuals 

Over  1,000  organizations  and  individuals  have  also  ex- 
pressed interest  in  the  resource  management  plan  and 
have  been  sent  copies  for  review  and  comment. 


VI 


VOLUME  3 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


PREFACE   ix 

Introduction   ix 

Differences  Between  the  Draft  and  Final ix 

SUMMARY  OF  ALTERNATIVES 1 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT 
RMP/EIS  AND  RESPONSES  TO  COM- 
MENTS    7 

A.  Public  Comments 7 

Introduction   7 

Summary  of  Comments 7 

List  of  Commenters 9 

Comment  Letters 13 

Transcripts 135 

B.  Responses  to  Public  Comments 171 

Introduction    171 

Responses 171 

TEXT  CHANGES  199 

ERRATA   209 

ADDENDUM  TO  REFERENCES 215 


vn 


['.       U   Li  :_■;-■-  Li      if~ \i  V^-v7  Lfc^ 


INTRODUCTION 


This  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS) 
on  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP).  The  FEIS  consists  of  three  volumes;  this  docu- 
ment is  Volume  3.  The  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (DEIS),  consisting  of  Volume  1  -  Narrative 
and  Volume  2  -  Map  Addendum,  was  printed  and  dis- 
tributed in  April  1984.  Volume  3  includes  a  summary  of 
the  five  alternatives,  a  record  of  the  public  comments  on 
the  DEIS,  responses  to  those  comments,  and  changes 
resulting  from  public  review  and  comment.  It  is 
necessary  to  use  all  three  volumes  in  conjunction. 


DIFFERENCES    BETWEEI 
DRAFT  AND  FINAL 


m- 


Public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  did  not  require 
extensive  changes  in  the  data,  analyses,  or  conclusions. 


Therefore,  except  for  the  Summary  section,  the  Draft 
has  not  been  reprinted,  but  is  incorporated  by  reference. 
In  most  cases,  comments  required  minor  corrections  or 
clarifications  to  the  text.  These  changes  have  been  made 
and  generally  clarified  the  analysis  without  altering  it. 
In  other  cases,  the  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  add 
new  information  in  response  to  comments. 

The  only  significant  difference  between  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  and  the  Final  RMP/EIS  involves  an  oil  shale 
lease  stipulation  to  mitigate  social  and  economic  im- 
pacts. The  Draft  stated  "A  condition  of  the  oil  shale 
lease  shall  be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  govern- 
ments shall  develop  a  mutually  agreeable  socioeconomic 
impact  mitigation  plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the 
Detailed  Development  Plan".  This  section  of  the  Draft 
("Committed  Mitigation",  p.  215)  has  been  deleted 
from  the  document  and  an  appropriate  addition  has 
been  made  on  p.  236  of  the  Draft  (see  "Text  Changes" 
section).  Justification  for  removing  this  stipulation  is 
described  in  detail  in  the  "Response"  section  of  this 
volume  (Response  #11). 


IX 


SUMMARY 


This  FEIS  describes  and  analyzes  the  Proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin.  The 
Proposed  Plan  was  developed  following  a  90-day  public 
review  of  the  DEIS.  The  draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  identified 
and  analyzed  the  future  options  for  managing  the  public 
lands  in  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area  in  northwest 
Colorado.  The  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area  comprises 
a  total  of  804,580  acres  of  land  within  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  in  the  Craig  District.  Management  deci- 
sions were  proposed  for  the  674,370  acres  within  the 
planning  area  for  which  BLM  has  some  administrative 
responsibility.  The  lands  and  resources  of  the  planning 
area  were  described  in  detail  in  Chapter  II,  Volume  1  of 
the  Draft.  A  base  map  included  in  Volume  2  (the  Map 
Addendum)  of  the  Draft  shows  surface  ownership  of 
the  planning  area. 

Five  multiple-use  alternatives  were  developed  that 
described  different  management  options  available  to 
BLM  for  the  Piceance  Basin.  These  alternatives  were  de- 
veloped to  respond  to  the  issues  and  concerns  expressed 
by  the  public  and  BLM  at  the  outset  of  the  planning 
process.  Each  alternative  proposes  different  solutions  to 
these  issues  and  concerns.  The  most  critical  concerns 
raised  by  the  public  centered  around  oil  shale  and  the 
potential  impacts  that  could  result  from  oil  shale 
development.  Other  issues  included  conflicts  with  oil 
and  gas  leasing;  how  to  manage  the  wildlife  resource  in 
the  planning  area;  interim  management  of  the  oil  shale 
mining  claims,  the  validity  of  which  has  yet  to  be  deter- 
mined; hydrologic  impacts  and  water  resource  manage- 
ment; livestock  grazing  and  wild  horse  management; 
impacts  to  air  quality  and  socioeconomics  from  mineral 
development;  the  need  for  utility  corridors  and  manage- 
ment for  other  lands  and  realty  actions;  and  other 
concerns. 

Each  of  the  alternatives  that  were  developed  in  response 
to  these  issues  is  a  complete,  reasonable,  and  imple- 
mentable  master  plan  that  provides  a  framework  for 
managing  the  public  lands  and  allocating  the  resources 
in  the  planning  area  into  the  next  century. 

Initially,  four  alternatives  were  analyzed:  the  Current 
Management  Alternative,  Wildlife  Alternative,  Oil  and 
Gas  Alternative,  and  Oil  Shale  Alternative.  The  poten- 
tial impacts  to  the  environment  and  nearby  communities 
of  implementing  each  alternative  were  examined  and 
presented  to  BLM  management.  Then,  based  on  this 
analysis,  BLM  policy  and  goals,  and  the  responsiveness 
of  each  alternative  to  the  issues  identified  at  the  outset 


of  the  process,  a  Preferred  Alternative  was  described 
and  the  environmental  consequences  of  that  alternative 
were  analyzed.  The  impacts  anticipated  from  all  of  these 
alternatives  are  described  in  Chapter  IV,  Volume  1  of 
the  Draft. 

The  following  description  summarizes  the  key  points  of 
each  alternative. 

CURRENT  MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  reflects  the  current  management  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  and  how  it  would  continue  to  be  man- 
aged under  existing  decisions  and  the  Management 
Framework  Plan  (MFP)  that  is  currently  in  effect.  The 
Current  Management  or  "No  Action"  Alternative  pro- 
vides a  baseline  against  which  to  compare  the  other 
alternatives.  It  includes  a  discussion  of  the  demand, 
dependency,  and  extent  of  implementation  of  each 
resource  management  value  in  the  planning  area. 
Multimineral  development  of  oil  shale  and  other 
associated  minerals  would  be  encouraged  under  this 
alternative.  Eight  potential  oil  shale  tracts  are  identified 
and  ranked  in  priority  order  for  leasing.  Any  new  leases 
would  be  grouped  together  or  would  be  located  adjacent 
to  existing  leases  to  concentrate  impacts.  No  decisions 
were  made  in  the  MFP  for  offtract  disposal  of  spent 
shale,  oil  shale  land  exchanges,  or  research  tracts. 

No  additional  sodium-only  leases  would  be  offered  until 
existing  leases  and  PRLA's,  if  leased,  were  developed. 
Future  sodium  leasing  would  encourage  concurrent  leas- 
ing with  oil  shale.  The  decisions  on  the  acceptability  of 
lands  for  the  future  consideration  of  coal  leasing  are 
carried  forward  from  the  1981  Coal  Amendment  to  the 
White  River  MFP.  That  study  examined  the  lands  in  the 
planning  area  with  coal  development  potential  and  iden- 
tified 29,610  acres  of  lands  acceptable  for  underground 
development,  of  which  24,635  are  also  suitable  for  sur- 
face development.  A  comprehensive  management  pro- 
gram for  oil  and  gas  was  established  in  1981  for  the 
White  River  Resource  Area  in  an  "umbrella"  environ- 
mental assessment.  The  current  process  of  approving 
applications  for  permit  to  drill,  rights-of-way,  explora- 
tion, and  development  of  oil  and  gas  was  formalized 
and  made  consistent  in  an  effort  to  minimize  surface 
disturbing  activities  caused  by  increased  leasing.  A 
5-year  plan  of  development  would  be  requested  from 
new  lessees  in  an  attempt  to  consolidate  transportation 
needs. 


SUMMARY 


Most  of  the  planning  area  would  remain  closed  to 
locatable  mineral  entry  due  to  oil  shale  withdrawal.  This 
decision  would  remain  constant  for  all  alternatives. 
Saleable  minerals  would  be  made  available  as  requests 
occur,  with  site-specific  stipulations  applied  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis. 


Outstanding  Natural  Areas  (ONAs)  in  the  Piceance 
Basin. 


WILDLIFE  ALTEI 


Water  quality  would  be  maintained  at  existing  levels, 
and  currently  scheduled  spring  source  and  stream  chan- 
nel stability  studies  would  continue.  Recommendations 
on  project  restrictions  to  protect  soils  are  made  on  a 
project-specific  basis. 

A  5-year  sale  plan  for  forest  products  identifying  2,500 
cords  of  pinyon-juniper  firewood  and  250,000  board 
feet  of  Douglas  fir  sawtimber  is  in  effect.  The  grazing 
management  program,  approved  in  1980,  is  being  im- 
plemented for  the  resource  area.  The  current  maximum 
authorized  use  in  the  planning  area  of  57,016  animal 
unit  months  (AUMs)  would  increase  to  an  allocation  of 
64,011  AUMs  in  the  long  term. 

A  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Plan  is  in  effect,  with 
a  herd  objective  of  100  horses  for  the  planning  area.  The 
Piceance  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  for  wildlife 
would  improve  habitat  conditions  of  recreational 
species,  raptors,  and  threatened  or  endangered  species. 
A  long-term  allocation  of  40,501  AUMs  would  be 
sought,  which  would  achieve  the  joint  objectives  of 
BLM  and  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife. 

No  threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  are  currently 
known  to  occur  in  the  planning  area.  Current  policy  dic- 
tates avoidance  of  known  locations  of  candidate  and 
sensitive  plants,  and  the  conducting  of  surveys  to  iden- 
tify such  plant  locations  prior  to  surface-disturbing 
projects. 

The  recreation  program  in  the  planning  area  is  minimal, 
although  extensive  hunting  use  occurs  annually.  The  en- 
tire planning  area  is  currently  open  to  off-road  vehicle 
(ORV)  use. 

Major  linear  rights-of-way  are  encouraged  to  locate  in 
potential  utility  corridors.  Some  850  acres  of  land  have 
been  identified  for  potential  disposal.  Community  ex- 
pansion needs  would  be  considered  as  proposed  by  local 
communities. 

No  fire  management  plan  is  currently  in  effect,  although 
the  need  for  one  has  been  identified. 

There  are  no  existing  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs),  Research  Natural  Areas  (RNAs),  or 


The  goal  of  this  alternative  is  to  emphasize  the  manage- 
ment and  use  of  the  public  lands  for  the  benefit  of  wild- 
life and  other  renewable  resources.  Significant  surface 
disturbing  activities  and  other  actions  that  would 
adversely  affect  important  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
discouraged.  Management  actions  that  serve  to  main- 
tain or  enhance  habitat  available  to  all  wildlife  would  be 
encouraged.  This  alternative  would  result  in  a  reduction 
in  surface  disturbing  activities,  improved  forage,  a 
maintenance  of  water  quality,  and  the  protection  of 
fragile  and  productive  soils.  Other  resource  values  that 
would  benefit  from  these  objectives  would  similarly 
benefit  from  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

No  new  open  pit  oil  shale  leasing  would  occur  under  this 
alternative.  Multimineral  development  of  oil  shale  and 
associated  minerals  would  be  encouraged.  New  oil  shale 
leasing  would  be  considered  once  the  existing  prototype 
tracts  were  developed  and  operating  commercially.  No 
more  than  one  oil  shale  tract  would  be  leased  within  any 
5-year  period.  No  new  lands  would  be  considered  for 
offtract  disposal  of  overburden  and  spent  shale.  Ex- 
changes would  be  considered  within  the  lease  limit  of 
one  tract  every  5  years.  Small  research  tracts  would  be 
evaluated  on  the  merits  of  the  technology  and  the  avail- 
ability of  alternate  private  lands. 

No  sodium-only  leasing  would  be  allowed.  Develop- 
ment of  sodium  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  concur- 
rently with  oil  shale.  Coal  leasing  would  be  considered 
on  a  total  of  29,610  acres  for  underground  mining 
methods  only.  Leasing  for  surface  mining  would  not  be 
considered. 

Known  Geologic  Structures  would  have  priority  for  oil 
and  gas  development.  Lands  would  be  open  for  leasing 
and  subject  to  the  stipulations  in  the  Oil  and  Gas  Um- 
brella Environmental  Assessment.  New  or  reissued 
leases  would  be  subject  to  stipulations  necessary  and 
justifiable  to  protect  other  critical  resource  values.  Sub- 
mission of  a  5-year  plan  of  development  would  be 
necessary  and  justifiable  for  new  or  reissued  leases. 

Development  of  sand  and  gravel  would  occur  on  exist- 
ing sites  and  would  be  excluded  from  areas  of  sensitive 
environmental  values. 


SUMMARY 


Water  resource  inventories  would  be  completed  as 
scheduled.  Water  quality  would  be  maintained.  Where 
streams  did  not  meet  state  standards,  management  prac- 
tices would  be  implemented  to  improve  water  quality. 
Sensitive  watersheds  would  be  identified  and  intensive 
management  practices  implemented  to  protect  those 
watersheds.  Productivity  of  the  soil  resource  would  be 
maximized,  while  disturbances  on  productive  and  frag- 
ile soil  would  be  minimized.  Restrictions  would  be  ap- 
plied to  surface  disturbing  activities,  including  seasonal 
off-road  vehicle  restrictions  on  saturated  roads. 

As  in  the  Current  Management  Alternative,  the  5-year 
sale  plan  for  forest  products  would  be  implemented. 
The  1980  grazing  management  decisions  for  livestock 
grazing  would  also  be  implemented.  The  wild  horse  herd 
would  be  reduced  to  approximately  65  to  100  animals 
from  the  current  159. 

Wildlife  management  would  be  optimized  in  this  alter- 
native. Intensive  management  practices  on  wildlife 
habitat  would  be  implemented  to  increase  the  long-term 
allocation  to  wildlife  to  48,632  AUMs,  which  exceeds 
existing  population  objectives. 

All  known  populations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants 
and  remnant  vegetation  associations  would  be  protected 
through  avoidance  or  no-surface-occupancy  stipula- 
tions designed  to  exclude  surface  disturbing  activities. 

Intensive  management  of  recreation  user  areas  and  serv- 
ices would  occur  in  this  alternative.  Hunter  camps  and 
access  would  be  improved  and  a  seasonal  visitor  services 
program  for  hunters  would  be  established,  as  would  a 
nonmotorized  hunting  area.  Public  access  to  the  White 
River  would  be  improved.  Hunter  concentration  areas 
would  be  proposed  as  special  recreation  management 
areas.  Seasonal  and  permanent  off-road  vehicle  closures 
and  restrictions  would  occur  based  on  nonmotorized 
hunting,  soils,  watershed,  and  special  management  area 
designations.  A  recreation  area  management  plan  would 
be  developed  to  describe  proposed  management  in  the 
special  recreation  management  area. 

Twenty  utility  corridors  would  be  designated  in  this 
alternative.  These  corridors  are  designated  for  special 
uses  for  which  additional  environmental  analysis  is  un- 
necessary, thereby  encouraging  the  location  of  major 
linear  utilities  within  them.  In  addition  to  the  850  acres 
potentially  suitable  for  disposal,  additional  criteria 
would  be  established  to  analyze  future  lands  for  sales  or 
exchange.  Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  would 
be  considered  for  public  lands  within  a  3-mile  radius  of 
the  communities  of  Rangely  and  Meeker. 


A  fire  management  plan  would  be  prepared  under  this 
alternative,  while  prescribed  burns  would  continue  as 
determined  in  the  White  River  Management  Framework 
Plan. 

Twelve  special  management  areas  would  be  designated 
as  ACECs,  ONAs,  and  RNAs,  totalling  23,965  acres  of 
the  Basin. 


OIL  AND  GAS  ALTERNATIVE 


This  alternative  places  management  emphasis  on  plan- 
ning and  providing  for  oil  and  gas  development  and 
transportation.  It  also  places  management  priority  on 
providing  access  to  the  public  lands  for  other  resource 
values,  including  forest  products,  off-road  vehicle  use 
and  major  linear  rights-of-way.  Management  actions 
would  be  taken  to  assure  access  to  the  public  lands  for  a 
wide  variety  of  uses. 

Stipulations  would  be  placed  on  oil  shale  leases  to  per- 
mit the  orderly  development  of  oil  and  gas  resources. 
The  multimineral  zone  in  the  depocenter  of  the  Basin 
would  be  reserved  from  oil  shale  leasing  until  improved 
resource  recovery  technology  was  proven.  Open  pit  min- 
ing and  underground  mining  would  be  allowed  outside 
the  multimineral  zone.  Leasing  would  be  excluded  from 
the  Piceance  Dome  area  due  to  the  high  oil  and  gas 
values  there.  Future  oil  shale  lease  offerings  would  be 
based  on  demand  and  on  the  progress  and  success  of  ex- 
isting leases.  No  more  than  two  oil  shale  tracts  would  be 
leased  during  any  5-year  period.  Offtract  disposal  of 
spent  shale  would  be  permitted  within  legal  constraints, 
provided  oil  and  gas  recovery  was  not  affected.  Oil  shale 
land  exchanges  would  be  subject  to  the  same  number 
and  locational  restrictions  as  oil  shale  leasing.  Research 
tracts  would  be  considered  on  the  merits  of  the  technol- 
ogy proposed. 

Sodium-only  leases  would  be  considered  once  existing 
leases  and  PRLAs  were  developed.  Coal  leasing  would 
favor  underground  methods  on  the  29,610  acres  iden- 
tified as  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development.  Coal  lease  stipulations  would  be  included 
assuring  the  future  extraction  of  the  oil  and  gas 
resource. 

Known  Geologic  Structures,  formally  designated  Tight 
Gas  Formations,  and  a  2-mile  buffer  around  those  areas 
would  have  priority  for  oil  and  gas.  Stipulations  would 
be  placed  on  future  oil  shale  leases  to  allow  for  the 
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development  of  oil  and  gas.  A  5-year  plan  of  develop- 
ment would  be  requested  for  new  or  reissued  oil  and  gas 

leases. 

A  mineral  materials  inventory  would  be  conducted  to 
identify  the  best  areas  for  sand  and  gravel  development. 
Development  would  be  excluded  from  mandatory  pro- 
tection areas. 

Water  resource  inventories  would  be  completed  as  cur- 
rently scheduled.  Some  limited  management  practices 
would  be  utilized  to  maintain  water  quality  and  improve 
substandard  streams.  Sensitive  watersheds  would  be 
identified  and  efforts  to  improve  such  watersheds 
through  intensive  management  practices  would  be  im- 
plemented through  watershed  management  plans.  Areas 
of  accelerated  soil  erosion  would  be  stabilized  and 
rehabilitated.  Management  practices  would  be  imple- 
mented to  impede  deteriorating  soil  conditions. 

Forest  product  sales  would  be  increased  to  some  4,000 
cords  of  firewood  and  300,000  board  feet  of  sawtimber 
annually.  The  1980  grazing  management  decisions 
would  be  implemented  for  livestock  grazing,  and  the 
wild  horse  herd  would  be  reduced  to  65  to  100  animals. 

Implementation  of  habitat  management  practices  for 
wildlife  would  be  limited.  However,  a  long-term  alloca- 
tion of  40,501  AUMs  would  be  sought. 

Known  populations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plant 
species  would  be  protected  where  possible  from  surface 
disturbing  activities. 

A  nonmotorized  hunting  area  would  be  established  as  a 
special  recreation  management  area.  Off-road  vehicle 
closures  would  be  implemented  in  that  area  and  in  three 
designated  ACECs,  and  seasonal  closures  would  be  im- 
plemented to  protect  the  soil  resource.  The  remainder  of 
the  planning  area  would  continue  to  be  open  to  off-road 
vehicle  use.  A  recreation  area  management  plan  would 
be  prepared  to  identify  management  of  the  special  recre- 
ation management  area. 

Utility  corridors  would  not  be  designated  in  this  alter- 
native. However,  the  potential  corridors  identified  in 
the  White  River  Management  Framework  Plan  would 
remain  and  major  linear  rights-of-way  would  be  encou- 
raged to  locate  in  them.  The  850  acres  of  lands  iden- 
tified as  potentially  suitable  for  disposal  would  be 
considered  for  sales  or  exchanges,  and  additional 
criteria  would  be  established  to  analyze  future  lands  for 
disposal.  Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  would  be 


considered  within  a  5-mile  radius  of  Meeker  and 
Rangely. 

A  fire  management  plan  would  be  prepared  under  this 
alternative,  while  prescribed  burns  would  continue  as 
specified  in  the  White  River  Management  Framework 
Plan. 

Three  priority  special  management  areas  would  be 
designated  as  ACECs  or  RNAs,  totalling  5,745  acres. 


OIL  SHALE  ALTERNATIVE 


Management  emphasis  in  this  alternative  would  be 
placed  on  the  development,  production,  and  transporta- 
tion of  oil  shale  and  associated  minerals  on  the  public 
lands  in  the  planning  area.  Priority  would  be  placed  on 
making  lands  available  for  commercial  oil  shale  leasing 
by  private  industry  as  demand  and  economics  dictated. 

Oil  shale  leasing  would  make  available  lands  for  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  oil  shale  development  —  multimineral, 
open  pit,  and  underground.  Multimineral  leasing  would 
be  required  in  the  multimineral  zone.  Most  of  the  area 
containing  oil  shale  would  be  available  for  leasing. 
Lease  offerings  would  be  considered  at  least  every  5 
years.  The  number  of  leases  and  the  timing  of  leasing 
would  take  into  consideration  the  limitations  of  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  environment  and  nearby  com- 
munities. Dispersed  leasing  would  be  encouraged  so  as 
not  to  concentrate  impacts.  Offtract  disposal  of  spent 
shale  would  be  considered  as  proposed  within  existing 
legal  constraints.  Oil  shale  land  exchanges  would  also  be 
considered  as  proposed  but  would  be  included  in  the 
carrying  capacity  limits.  Research  tracts  would  be  con- 
sidered as  proposed. 

No  sodium-only  leasing  would  occur;  sodium  leasing 
could  occur  only  concurrently  with  oil  shale  leasing.  All 
coal  lands  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  leasing  would 
be  available  for  future  leasing.  Some  29,610  acres  have 
been  identified  as  suitable  for  underground  coal  devel- 
opment; of  this,  24,635  acres  are  also  acceptable  for  sur- 
face mining. 

Known  Geologic  Structures  and  high  priority  Tight  Gas 
Formations  would  be  areas  having  the  most  oil  and  gas 
development.  Stipulations  would  be  necessarily  and 
justifiably  applied  to  oil  and  gas  leases  within  the  oil 
shale  management  priority  area  to  protect  the  oil  shale 
resource.  A  5-year  plan  of  development  would  be 
necessary  and  justified  for  new  or  reissued  leases. 
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A  mineral  materials  inventory  would  be  conducted  to 
identify  the  best  areas  for  sand  and  gravel  development. 
Development  would  be  excluded  from  mandatory  pro- 
tection areas. 

Water  resource  management  would  be  the  same  as 
described  for  the  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative.  Soil  condi- 
tions would  be  maintained  through  the  use  of  standard 
stipulations  on  surface  disturbing  activities. 

Forest  product  sales  would  be  reduced  to  1 ,000  cords  of 
firewood  and  100,000  board  feet  of  sawtimber  annually. 
Use  adjustments  would  be  necessary  on  livestock  graz- 
ing adjustments  as  oil  shale  development  occurred. 
Otherwise,  the  1980  grazing  management  decisions 
would  be  implemented. 

The  wild  horse  herd  would  be  reduced  to  65  horses.  The 
wildlife  habitat  management  plan  would  be  amended  to 
reflect  increased  pressure  from  oil  shale  development. 
Long-term  forage  allocations  would  be  36,253  AUMs 
for  wildlife.  Use  adjustments  for  wildlife  may  also  be 
necessary  when  oil  shale  development  occurred. 

Known  locations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  and 
remnant  vegetation  associations  would  be  avoided 
where  possible. 

The  intensive  recreation  management  practices  iden- 
tified in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  would  be  implemented. 
In  addition,  a  regional  off-road  vehicle  play  area  would 
be  established  and  a  hunter/off-road  vehicle  informa- 
tion map  developed. 

No  utility  corridors  would  be  identified  in  this  alter- 
native. Criteria  would  be  established  to  avoid  sensitive 
resource  values  when  locating  major  linear  rights-of- 
way.  Priority  would  be  given  to  processing  use  authori- 
zations associated  with  energy  and  mineral  develop- 
ment. Lands  considered  for  disposal  would  not  include 
those  with  any  energy /mineral  development  potential. 
The  850  acres  identified  as  potentially  suitable  for 
disposal  would  be  supplemented  by  additional  criteria 
to  be  used  in  considering  future  lands  for  sales  or  ex- 
change. Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  would  be 
considered  for  lands  within  a  7-mile  radius  of  Meeker 
and  Rangely  and  within  a  3-mile  radius  of  Rio  Blanco 
and  White  River  City  if  deemed  necessary  by  local 
officials. 

A  fire  management  plan  would  be  prepared  under  this 
alternative,  while  prescribed  burns  would  continue  as 
specified  in  the  White  River  Management  Framework 
Plan. 


No  special  management  areas  would  be  designated 
under  this  alternative. 


PROPOSED  PLAN  (PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE) 


This  alternative  achieves  the  combination  of  manage- 
ment options  that  is  the  most  acceptable  resolution  of 
the  planning  issues  identified  at  the  outset  of  the  plan- 
ning process.  It  attempts  to  balance  all  land  uses  and 
resource  values.  The  proposed  plan  was  developed  only 
after  considering  the  impacts  of  all  management  options 
and  the  long-term  public  interest  and  benefits  of 
implementation. 

This  alternative  would  allow  for  additional  open  pit  oil 
shale  leasing  within  the  open  pit  zone  if  and  when  off- 
tract  disposal  needs  could  legally  be  met.  The  multi- 
mineral  zone  in  the  depocenter  of  the  Basin  would  be 
reserved  from  oil  shale  leasing  until  improved  oil  shale 
recovery  could  be  proven.  Within  Known  Geologic 
Structures,  stipulations  would  be  placed  on  oil  shale 
leases  assuring  the  recovery  of  oil  and  gas.  Outside  of 
Known  Geologic  Structures,  oil  shale  would  have  priori- 
ty. The  Piceance  Dome  area  would  be  excluded  from 
future  oil  shale  leasing.  A  sequential  lease  offering  proc- 
ess would  be  followed  whereby  critical  carrying  capaci- 
ties for  air  quality,  water  quality,  wildlife,  and  socio- 
economics would  not  be  exceeded.  Real  impacts  from 
development  would  be  monitored  to  assure  that  addi- 
tional leasing  did  not  exceed  these  carrying  capacities. 

Future  offtract  disposal  of  spent  shale  would  be  con- 
sidered if  legislatively  authorized.  Oil  shale  land 
exchanges  would  be  subject  to  the  same  constraints  of 
carrying  capacity  and  location  as  oil  shale  leasing.  Pri- 
ority would  be  given  to  small  exchanges  to  support 
private  development,  while  exchanges  of  large  blocked- 
up  Federal  lands  would  be  discouraged.  Research  tracts 
would  be  evaluated  on  the  merits  of  the  technology  pro- 
posed and  the  availability  of  alternate  private  lands. 

Sodium-only  leases  would  be  allowed  once  existing 
leases  were  developed.  However,  they  would  not  be 
allowed  if  the  recoverability  of  the  oil  shale  resource 
would  be  reduced.  Multimineral  recovery  would  be 
encouraged  once  the  multimineral  zone  was  made  avail- 
able for  leasing.  A  total  of  29,610  acres  of  coal  lands 
would  be  available  for  underground  coal  leasing,  of 
which  24,635  acres  would  also  be  acceptable  for  surface 
mining. 
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Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  subject  to  the  necessary 
and  justified  stipulations  of  the  Oil  and  Gas  Umbrella 
Environmental  Assessment.  The  Umbrella  EA  would  be 
updated  to  reflect  necessary  and  justifiable  changes  to 
existing  and/or  new  additional  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  as  a  result  of  the  analysis  con- 
tained in  the  RMP/EIS.  Priority  would  be  given  to  oil 
and  gas  in  Known  Geologic  Structures.  A  5-year  plan  of 
development  would  be  requested  for  new  or  reissued 
leases  to  consolidate  oil  and  gas  transportation  needs. 

A  mineral  materials  inventory  would  be  conducted  to 
identify  those  lands  with  best  potential  for  sand  and 
gravel  development.  Such  development  would  not  be 
permitted  in  mandatory  protection  areas;  existing  or 
previously  used  sites  would  be  favored. 

The  water  resource  inventories  would  be  completed  as 
scheduled.  Watershed  management  plans  would  be 
developed  to  identify  management  practices  necessary 
to  maintain  or  improve  water  quality.  To  the  extent 
possible,  groundwater  quality  or  quantity  would  not  be 
degraded.  Spring-reliant  uses  supplied  by  groundwater 
would  have  to  be  mitigated  if  impacted.  Monitoring  of 
these  impacts  and  stipulated  mitigation  measures  placed 
on  mining  activities  would  be  implemented  by  lessees  or 
through  an  industrial  association.  Sensitive  watersheds 
would  be  protected  through  restrictions  such  as  seasonal 
road  closures.  Development  on  steep  slopes  and  erosive 
or  saline  soils  would  be  avoided  where  possible.  Man- 
agement practices  would  be  implemented  to  protect, 
maintain,  or  improve  the  quality  of  the  soil  resource. 

The  5-year  sale  plan  for  forest  products  would  be 
implemented,  providing  some  2,500  cords  of  pinyon- 
juniper  firewood  and  250,000  board  feet  of  Douglas  fir 
sawtimber  annually.  The  1980  grazing  management 
decisions  would  be  implemented,  providing  for  a  long- 
term  allocation  of  64,01 1  AUMs  for  livestock  grazing. 
Use  adjustments  may  be  necessary  to  accommodate  oil 
shale  development. 

The  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Plan  would  be 
implemented.  The  herd  management  objective  for  the 
Piceance  Basin  would  be  65  to  100  animals.  The 
Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Plan  for  the  Piceance 
Basin  would  be  implemented  to  improve  habitat  condi- 
tions of  recreational  species,  raptors,  and  threatened 
and  endangered  species.  Long-term  allocations  to 
wildlife  would  be  40,501  AUMs,  which  would  achieve 
the  joint  objectives  of  BLM  and  the  Colorado  Division 


of  Wildlife.  Use  adjustments  may  be  necessary  to  ac- 
commodate oil  shale  development. 

Known  locations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants 
would  be  avoided  where  possible.  Surveys  would  be  per- 
formed in  areas  of  potential  habitat.  Certain  popula- 
tions of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  would  be  fenced, 
monitored  or  protected  with  avoidance  or  no-surface- 
occupancy  stipulations. 

More  intensive  recreation  management  practices  would 
be  implemented.  These  would  include  management  of 
use  areas,  improved  access,  provision  of  seasonal  visitor 
services  for  hunters,  and  improvement  of  public  access 
to  the  White  River.  A  Nonmotorized  Hunting  Area 
would  be  established  as  a  Special  Recreation  Manage- 
ment Area.  Horse  access  would  be  eliminated  during 
hunting  seasons  and  use  would  be  restricted  to  foot  ac- 
cess only.  Seasonal  and  permanent  off-road  vehicle 
closures  would  occur  based  on  nonmotorized  hunting, 
watershed,  soils,  wildlife,  and  ACEC  designations.  A 
recreation  area  management  plan  would  be  prepared  for 
the  special  recreation  management  area. 

Sixteen  utility  corridors  would  be  designated  for  major 
linear  rights-of-way.  Utilities  would  be  encouraged  to 
locate  within  these  designated  corridors  through  the  in- 
centive of  reduced  environmental  analysis  requirements. 
Additional  criteria  are  established  for  locating  major 
utilities  outside  these  corridors.  The  850  acres  identified 
as  potentially  suitable  for  disposal  would  be  available 
for  sale  or  exchange.  Additional  criteria  would  be 
established  for  future  land  disposal  consideration. 
Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  would  be  con- 
sidered within  a  5-mile  radius  of  Meeker  and  Rangely.  If 
growth  in  these  communities  increased  too  dramatically 
for  these  communities  to  accept  and  it  was  determined 
by  local  officials  that  development  was  required  outside 
existing  communities,  Rio  Blanco  and  White  River  City 
should  be  considered  as  logical  sites  for  new  community 
development.  A  fire  management  plan  would  be  pre- 
pared and  implemented  under  this  alternative.  Pre- 
scribed burning  would  continue  as  specified  in  the 
White  River  Management  Framework  Plan. 

Approximately  160  acres  would  be  designated  as  an 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  in  the  Soldier 
Creek  area.  Management  of  all  areas  that  were  pro- 
posed for  special  management  designation  in  this  and 
the  other  alternatives  would  be  designed  to  protect  the 
significant  values  identified  for  those  areas. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 
AND  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


This  chapter  of  the  Final  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP)/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  con- 
tains a  copy  of  all  written  comments  on  the  Draft  and 
oral  testimony  presented  at  the  public  hearings  in  Part 
A,  and  responses  to  those  comments  in  Part  B.  The 
public  comment  period  extended  for  92  days  beginning 
April  27,  1984,  and  ending  July  27,  1984.  Public  hear- 
ings were  held  in  Meeker,  Colorado  (May  15,  1984); 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado  (May  17,  1984);  Lakewood, 
Colorado  (May  22,  1984);  and  Glenwood  Springs,  Colo- 
rado (May  24,  1984). 


technologies    are    developed    and    development 
economically  feasible  without  subsidies. 
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•UBLIC  COMMENTS 


The  public  comment  letters  received  on  the  Draft  appear 
in  the  order  they  were  received  by  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  Office.  Following  the  letters  are  the 
public  hearing  transcripts  in  the  order  the  hearings  were 
held.  To  reduce  the  total  volume  of  reprinted  materials 
in  the  text,  extensive  attachments  to  some  comment  let- 
ters that  do  not  raise  specific  issues  have  not  been  in- 
cluded. Also,  the  public  hearing  transcripts  that  are 
reprinted  include  only  that  portion  where  significant 
comments  were  made  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Those 
portions  of  the  letters  and  the  transcripts  that  have  not 
been  reprinted  are  available  for  public  review  at  the 
White  River  Resource  Area  BLM  Office  in  Meeker, 
Colorado. 

For  ease  of  reference,  the  public  hearing  transcripts  and 
comment  letters  have  been  listed  in  Tables  I  and  II, 
respectively,  according  to  source.  The  letter  number  or 
transcript  symbol  refers  to  the  designation  in  the  upper 
right-hand  comer  of  each  letter  or  transcript. 

Summary  of  Comments 

Over  600  individual  comments  from  81  letters  and  four 
public  hearing  transcripts  were  received  on  the  DEIS. 
Part  B  of  this  chapter  contains  a  detailed  response  to 
each  comment.  A  summary  of  the  major  issues  identi- 
fied by  the  public  is  listed  below: 

1.  Oil  Shale 

-  Management  of  other  resources  should  be  em- 
phasized   until    efficient    mining    and    reclamation 


-  BLM  should  not  lease  or  issue  land  exchanges  for 
speculation  purposes. 

-  The  government  should  not  discourage  exchanges 
of  large  acreages  of  oil  shale  lands. 

-  A  concerted  effort  should  be  made  to  resolve  the 
current  restrictive  land  ownership  pattern  caused  by 
small  parcels  of  private  lands  for  the  benefit  of  oil 
shale  development. 

-  BLM  should  not  allow  for  additional  open  pit 
mines. 

-  The  oil  shale  management  priority  area  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  too  large.  Conversely, 
the  open  pit  management  priority  zone  (contained 
within  the  oil  shale  management  priority  area)  is  too 
restrictive. 

2.  Carrying  capacity  concept  for  oil  shale  leasing  (air 
quality,  water,  social  and  economics,  and  wildlife): 

-  Oil  shale  industries  recommend  elimination  of  this 
concept.  Regulatory  agencies,  environmental 
groups,  and  others  strongly  support  it. 

-  Industry  believes  this  concept  should  be  applied  at 
the  Detailed  Development  Plan  (Mining  Plan)  stage 
and  not  at  the  leasing  stage. 

-  Industry  believes  methodology  is  unavailable  to 
accurately  assess  cumulative  impacts  and  carrying 
capacity  thresholds. 

-  The  carrying  capacity  concept  will  limit  the  poten- 
tial for  full  development  of  the  oil  shale  resource. 

3.  Management  of  candidate/sensitive  plants  and  rem- 
nant vegetation  associations  and  designation  of  special 
management  areas: 

-  The  proposed  management  for  botanical  values  is 
inadequate  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

-  The  avoidance  and  no-surface-occupancy  stipula- 
tions are  inadequate  for  protecting  this  resource. 


PART  A.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


-  All  20  sites  proposed  by  The  Nature  Conservancy 
should  be  designated. 

-  The    Soldier    Creek    Special    Management   Area 
should  be  expanded  to  include  a  larger  area. 

4.  Committed  social  and  economic  stipulation: 


-  BLM  should  not  delegate  authority  to  affected 
(local)  governments. 

-  This  stipulation  conflicts  with  BLM  policy. 


5.  A  5-year  development  plan  for  oil  and  gas  leases 
should  be  required  instead  of  being  encouraged  on  a 
voluntary  basis. 


6.  Constraints  on  land  exchanges  would  virtually 
prevent  any  exchanges  for  the  benefit  of  oil  shale 
development. 

7.  The  protection  of  surface  and  groundwater  from  oil 
shale  development  impacts  should  be  emphasized. 


PART  A.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


TABLE  1 
WITNESSES  WHO  TESTIFIED  AT  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 


SPEAKER 


REPRESENTING 


TRANSCRIPT 
SYMBOL 


Hearing:  Meeker,  Colorado,  15  May  1984,  7:00  p.m. 


Jim  Evans 
Hartley  Bloomfield 


Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado 
Self 


Hearing:  Grand  Junction,  Colorado,  17  May  1984,  7:00  p.m. 


B 


Edward  Rosar 
Connie  Albrecht 
Walter  Kelley 
Lonnie  Renner 
Jeanne  Hemphill 
Dick  Pond 
Sharyl  Kinnear 
Sherry  Shenk 


Industrial  Resources,  Inc. 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Self 

Self 

Audubon  Society  of  Western  Colorado 

Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado 

Self 

Self 


Hearing:  Lakewood,  Colorado,  22  May  1984,  7:00  p.m. 


John  Donnell 
Gary  Brenner 
Brad  Van  Gosen 
Sue  Martin 
Tamara  Naumann 
Myrna  Steinkamp 
Charles  Hook 
Anne  Vickery 
John  Hartley 
Kirk  Cunningham 
Kevin  Markey 
Karen  Trout 
Panayoti  Callas 
Mary  Edwards 
David  Boyce 


Self 

Sierra  Club 

Sierra  Club 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society 

Self 

Self 

Review  of  New  Energy  Technology 

Colorado  Mountain  Club 

Self 

Sierra  Club,  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Denver  Botanical  Gardens 

Denver  Botanical  Gardens 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society 

Self 


Hearing:  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado,  24  May  1984,  7:00  p.m. 


Dan  Stanberry 
Greg  McKennis 
Cindy  Houben 


Garfield  County  Citizens  Association 

Self 

Garfield  County  Commissioners 


PART  A.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


TABLE  2 
COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


COMMENTER  LETTER  NUMBER 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  14 

Office  of  Surface  Mining  26 

Bureau  of  Mines  30 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  -  Ecological  Services  45 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  -  Endangered  Species  Office  53 

National  Park  Service  " 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  7(> 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service  *° 

Department  of  the  Army 

Corp  of  Engineers  21 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  77 

Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 

COLORADO  STATE  AGENCIES 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES 


80 


Department  of  Natural  Resources  78 

Colorado  Historical  Society  78 

Division  of  Wildlife  78 


Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado  4 

Garfield  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  8 

Pitkin  County  Commissioners  9 

ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  PUBLIC  INTEREST  ORGANIZATIONS 


3 
7 

28 
31 


Audubon  Society  of  Western  Colorado,  Inc. 
The  Colorado  Mountain  Club 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
Wildlife  Management  Institute 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Colorado  32 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.  35 

Sierra  Club  -  Public  Lands  Defense  Network  36 

Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  and  Garfield  County  Citizens  Association  37 

Sierra  Club  -  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  55 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  58 

Friends  of  the  Earth  63 

Sierra  Club  -  Indian  Peaks  Group  65 

The  Colorado  Mountain  Club  68 

Colorado  Open  Space  Council  7" 

Colorado  Wildlife  Federation  7^ 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users  8* 
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PART  A.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


TABLE  2— CONTINUED 


COMMENTER  LETTER  NUMBER 


PUBLIC  INSTITUTIONS 

University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group  54 

PROFESSIONAL  CONSULTANTS 

John  Donnell  39 

Mark  Bagley  66 

INDUSTRY  AND  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATIONS 

Review  of  New  Energy  Technology  6 

Cathedral  Bluffs  Oil  Shale  Company  16 

Rio  Blanco  Natural  Gas  Company  25 

Shell  Minerals  Corp.  27 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association  -  Committee  on  Oil  Shale  41 

Rio  Blanco  Oil  Shale  Company  42 

Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc.  43 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company  47 

Marathon  Oil  Company  48 

American  Mining  Congress  61 

American  Petroleum  Institute  62 

Exxon  Company,  U.S.A.  72 

Mobil  Alternative  Energy  Inc.  73 

INDIVIDUALS 

Georgie  Leighton  1 

John  Spezia  2 

Nina  Johnson  5 

Holmes  Ralston,  III  10 

Dieter  H.  Wilken  11 

Harry  Melts  12 

Tedd  Beegle  13 

Gus  Halandras  15 

Dale  Reed  17 

David  Zambrano  19 

Lynn  Cudlip  20 

Jeanne  Hemphill  22 

Laura  Brophy  23 

James  and  Dorothy  Borland  24 

Tamara  Naumann  29 

Michael  Memmer  33 

Marjorie  Rhoades  34 

Mary  Edwards  38 

Aaron  Woodward  40 

Gertrude  and  Henry  Rothschild  44 

Ronald  Abbot,  Jr.  46 
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PART  A.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


TABLE  2— CONTINUED 


COMMENTER 


LETTER  NUMBER 


Susan  Martin 
Myrna  Steinkamp 
S.  A.  Nelson 
Michael  Kellett 
Nevin  and  Cathy  BeBee 
Jerry  Oldland 
J.  Rex  Robinson 
Patti  Fashing 
Paul  Petersen 
Sharyl  Kinnear 
Eric  Chase 
Richard  Ward 
John  Swanson 


49 
50 
51 
52 
57 
59 
60 
64 
67 
69 
71 
74 
75 


PUBLIC  HEARINGS 


Meeker  -  May  15,  1984 
Grand  Junction  -  May  17,  1984 
Lakewood  -  May  22,  1984 
Glen  wood  Springs  -  May  24,  1984 


A 
B 
C 
D 
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Mr.  John  Singlaub 

Team  Leader 

Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 

&  Environmental    Impact   Statement 
Bureau   of   Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.    Box  928 
Meeker,    Colorado      81641 


Dear  Mr.    Singlaub; 


April  27,  1984 


The  following  are  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP),  April  1984,  focussing  primarily  on  Wild  Horses. 

First  glance  at  RMP  "Preferred  Alternative"  Map  snows  with 
shocking  clarity  the  price  this  area  is  and  will  be  paying 
for  mineral  exploitation.   One  has  to  stop  and  wonder  now  much 
of  the  'red1  on  that  map  (oil  shale,  coal,  oil/gas,  sand/ gravel 
developments)  is  really  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public. 
If  most  of  it  is  for  private  profit  it  indeed  represents  death 
of  the  land,  wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  to  a  way  of  life  for 
the  local  population....  thru  exploitation. 

RE  Wild  Horses:  Figure  III-8  (Wild  Horse  Management  Within 
the  Planning  Area)  shows  the  shaded  portion  of  the  current 
area  with  parts  of  Quads  5,6,  8,  9,  10  &  13.   The  text  specifies 
tnat  it  represents  64$  =  105,424  acres  of  the  Herd  Management 
Area  (all  of  Xellow  Creek  plus  Pasture  C  of  Square  S)  with  an 
estimated  110  horses.   Horses  removed  in  two  off  years s  270. 
Survivors;  111  (32  +  34  +  45).  If  the  49  in  the  North  &  KW 
allotments  are  included  (I  assume  that  represents  the  missing 
36$  of  the  Herd  Management  Area)  it  represents  160  heads. 

The  number  of  animals  removed  (270)  exceeds  the  number  of 
survivors  (111).   However,  In  all  fairness,  The  total  number 
(160)  la  favorable  with  the  proposals  in  the  Final  EIS  of 
January  1984  (95-140  horses  with  2,101  AUMs). 


There  are  questions  on  acreages  mentioned: 

The  Draft  RMP  (EIS)  Vol.1  (pg  56) 

The  Final  EIS,  acreage  to  be  set  aside 

lost 
the  64$  mentioned  above 

further  loss 
RMP  Vol.2-  Management  Priority  Areas 

lost 
Preferred  Alternative  table 

a  loss  of 

Total   shrinkage: 


101,030 
1 
42,729 
1 
2,972 

66,767 
112,468 


249, 183  acres 
148,153      " 


105,424 
i 
102,452 

35,685 


I  do  not  know  the  AUMs  each  loss  represents.   But  if  35,685 
acres  is  all  that  the  Wild  Horses  are  to  left  with  —  it's 
unacceptable! 

In  competition  with  cattle  Wild  Horses  always  get  the 
poorer  pasture  which  has  to  make  do  for  the  twelve  months 
of  the  year.   When  of  necessity  the  Horses  overgraze  - 
more  heads  are  culled. 

There  Is  no  way  for  me  to  Judge  which  of  all  these  figures 
will  be  final. 

The  aforementioned  Map  (Preferred  Alternative)  shows  the 
loss  of  all  grazing  land  SW  of  the  Utility  Corridor  which 
bisects  the  Wild  Horse  territory  on  the  Current  Management 
Alternative  Map.   Will  the  Horses  be  restricted  further  to 
the  upper  (NW)  only?  Will  the  lower  herds  be  removed  when 
leases  are  issued,  exploration  is  started,  access  roads 
are  built? 

A  similar  situation  exists  in  the  Bookcliffs  where  Horses 
have  to  adjust  ti  the  Coors  Go  exploration.   So  far  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  a  serious  conflict  e.g.  harassment  or 
shooting  of  Horses.  (Unless  I  haven't  heard!) 

May  I  add  that  I  am  sorry  wildlife  habitat  is  suffering 
from  lack  of  funds  and  manpower.   Ditto  the  NPS  and  USFS. 

So  much  money  wasted  on  such  as  trips  to  China  (when 
phones  would  do!)  when  public  lands  and  all  the  animals 
thereon  are  in  need  . . . 
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Thank  you  for  keeping  me  posted, 


sincerely, 


Georgle  Leighton 
P.O.  Box  1431 
Aspen,  CO  81612 
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Audubon  Society  of 
Western  Colorado,  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  1211 

Grand  Junction.  Colorado  81501 


May  11^198^ 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 

B.L.M. 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,   CO  8l61tl 

To.  the  Team  Leader: 


'W: 


In  conclusion,  we  urge  that  all  decisions  evolving  from  this  planning   process 
for  the  Piceance  Basin  be  based  on  sound  ecological  principals  and  the  good 
of  the  public  as  a  whole.     The  value  of  public  lands  is  enormous   and  diverse. 
Traditional  dominate  uses  of  public  land  are  being  re-evaluated  in  light  of 
new  understandings  of  resource  interrelationships,   scientific  research  and 
public  awareness  and  demands.     We  hope  to  see  these  reflected  in  this  plan  and 
look  forward   to  following   its   progress. 

We  appreciate   this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jeanne  T.  Hemphill 
Conservation  Chair 


The  Audubon  Society  of  Western  Colorado  wishes   to  submit  the  following 
comments  to  the  record  of  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft 
environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Although  the  National  Audubon  Society  was   originally  founded  to  protect 
certain  birds,   today  members  are  concerned  with  not  only  plants  and  animal 
species,   but  also  whole  ecosystems,   habitat,   clean  air  and  water.     We  also 
recognize  the  value  of  research  and  preservation  of  research  natural  areas. 

Therefore  it  follows   that  our  chapter  supports  protection  of  Piceance  Basin 

t wildlife,  including  the  large  migratory  deer  herd.     We  also  support  designation 
of  all  20  rare  plant  locales  recommended  by  the   toture  Conservancy.     We  feel 
that  the  unique  species  and  associations  revealed  by  the  extensive  botanical  inventory 
should  be  recognized  and  protected.     The  Green  River  formation  which  holds  oil 
S     [_shale  has  also  created  unique  vegetation.    Why  "have  8  recommended  sites  been  dropped? 

"We  are  also  concerned  with  protection  of  the  Piceance  Basin  aquifer,   an  unusually 
g        large  groundwater  reservoir.     In  the  event  of  any  development  we  urge  that  all 
measures  be  taken  to  ensure   that  this  reservoir  remains  uncontaminated.      The 
J.mportance  of  good  potential  water  supplies  in  the  West  cannot  be  overstated. 

Although  it  may  be  expected  that  an  Audubon  chapter  support  a  Wildlife  Alternative, 
we  recognize  that  it  is  not  unlikely  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be 
adopted.     In  this  event  we  hope  to  see  incorporated  into  the  Preferred  Alternative 
the  wildlife  protection  of  the  Wildlife  Alternative.     We  applaud  the  use  of 
the  carrying  capacity  concept  in  analyzing  constraints.     One  of  our  great 
concerns  for  the  Piceance  Basin  is  reclamation  of  disturbed  areas.     We  feel 
this  problem- should  be  weighed  heavily  when  examining   the  full  development 
picture  of  the  area. 
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PRELIMINARY  COMMENTS  ON  THE  BLM  PICEANCE  BASIN 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

The  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado  commend  BLM 
Director,  Bob  Burford,  and  his  staff  team  in  Colorado  for  the 
thorough  process  utilized  in  preparation  of  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP. 
We  believe  the  public  process  utilized  fully  complies  with  both  the 
letter  and  intent  of  the  Federal  Land  Planning  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  which  sets  forth  the  requirements  for  BLM  planning  and 
consultation.   We  specifically  appreciate  the  meetings  that  have 
been  held  with  local  officials  and  the  workshop  on  BLM  planning 
held  at  the  Redstone  Conference. 

Just  last  year  this  Association  joined  with  the  Governor,  in- 
dustry and  environmental  representatives  urging  the  completion  of 
this  plan  before  any  permanent  leasing  of  oil  shale  resources  takes 
place.   There  was  a  "unique"  consensus  that  regulations  initiating 
a  permanent  leasing  program  be  withdrawn  until  planning  could  be 
accomplished. 

This  Association  would  like  to  comment  on  the  following  speci- 
fic portions  of  the  RMP: 

1.   Support  for  the  reference  to  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working 
Group. 

We  are  pleased  that  BLM  has  attempted  to  utilize  the  draft 
proposal  of  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group.   That  group  had  made 
a  serious  attempt  to  reach  a  consensus  of  diverse  interests  on  oil  _ 
shale  leasing  legislation.   Unfortunately,  the  Joint  Working  Group 
disbanded  without  a  final  product  so  the  specific  language  on  page 
20  needs  to  be  amended. 

This  Association  has  subsequently  adopted  a  proposal  for  Comp- 
rehensive Oil  Shale  Leasing  Legislation  which  has  been  submitted  to 
BLM  for  your  consideration. 

Although  the  proposal  is  based  upon  the  draft  working  document 
prepared  by  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group  (JWG) ,  a  consensus 
could  not  be  reached  by  the  JWG  and  it  disbanded  before  a  final 
draft  was  prepared  or  approved.   This  proposal  is  not  intended  to 
represent  a  final  JWG  product. 
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2 .  Support  for  the  Carrying  Capacity  Concept 

This  Association  supports  the  provision  in  the  preferred  alter- 
native described  on  page  214  entitled  carrying  capacity.   We  believe 
this  principle  will  allow  BLM  to  help  local  governments  accomodate  the 
consequences  of  growth. 

This  concept  will  be  an  improvement  over  and  compatible  with 
the  so-called  "multiple 'use"  concept.   It  will  allow  BLM  to  schedule 
leasing  in  such  a  manner  to  help  minimize  future  booms  and  busts. 

In  order  to  fulfill  it's  responsibilities  under  this  proposal, 
BLM  should  seek  the  cooperation  of  lessees,  private  developers  and 
other  governmental  entities  in  establishing  and  maintaining  a  means 
of  monitoring  regional,  environmental  and  socio-economic  impacts. 
Maximum  use  should  be  made  of  information  from  ongoing  monitoring 
activities  and  monitoring  performed  pursuant  to  other  requirements. 
There  is  no  need  for  project  developers  to  be  required  to  participate 
in  monitoring  impacts  beyond  those  directly  related  to  their  individual 
projects. 

3.  Support  for  the  Committed  Mitigation  provision 

This  Association  supports  the  specific  language  on  page  215  that 
states: 

"In  an  effort  to  help  predict  and  mitigate  socio-economic 
impacts  resulting  from  oil  shale  development,  BLM  shall 
consult  state  and  local  governments  prior  to  oil  shale 
lease  issuance.   A  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall 
be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall 
develop  a  mutually  agreeable  socio-economic  impact  mitigation 
plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed  Development 
Plan.   This  lease  stipulation  shall  be  similar  to  Section 
15  of  the  Environmental  Stipulations  of  the  Prototype  Oil 
Shale  Lease." 

We  believe  this  language  would  provide  a  framework  for  a  good 
faith  effort  between  Industry  and  local  governments  for  a  sound 
socio-economic  mitigation  program.   Such  a  program  would  obviously 
need  to  recognize  any  tax  and  royalty  contributions  of  any  particular 
industry  as  pointed  out  elsewhere  in  the  RMP. 

We  believe  this  provision  should  be  augmented  by  adoption  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  of  the  Dec.  8,  1983  opinion  of  the  Associated 
Solicitor,  Energy  and  Resources,  U.  S.  Dept.  of  Interior.   A  copy  of 
that  opinion  is  attached  to  this  statement.   The  opinion  sets  forth 
the  background  and  justification  for  the  BLM  to  help  resolve  the 
impact  mitigation  issue  in  a  positive  manner- 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  preliminary  comments. 
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AGNC  Posit  ion  Paper 


1 .   Prototype  Oil  Shale  Leasing 

-  We  support  one  additional  prototype  oil  shale  lease 
in  Co  1 o  rado . 

-  Ue  would  support  the  concept  of  a  reconfiguration  of  such  a  lease  to 
allow  a  research  or  experimental  project,  so  long  as  public  hearings 
are  held  by  R.O.S.T.  and  provisions  are  included  for  due  diligence 
for  development. 

-  We  support  Multi-mineral  development  requirements  as  recommended  by 
BLM  and  the  R.O.S.T. 

-  We  support  the  lease  language  proposed  by  the  Dept.  of  Interior, 
as  follows: 

"The  lessee  shall  comply  with  all  state  and  local  laws  governing 
any  class  of  activity  undertaken  on  the  lease  in  exercise 
of  lease  rights,  including  permit  and  license  laws,  except  that 
such  laws  apply  only  to  the  extent  that  the  administering 
governmental  entity  reasonably  regulates  the  lessee's  conduct 
on  this  lease,  and  does  not  prohibit  the  lessee's  exercise  of 
the  right  to  beneficial  use  granted,  consistent  with  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act,  by  the  lease." 

-  To  implement  this  provision  we  support  lease  language  that  would 
require  a  "mutually  acceptable"  impact  mitigation  plan,  developed  by 
the  lessee  in  cooperation  with  the  affected  local  governments. 

2.  Oil  Shale  Legislation 

-  We  support  the  proposal  for  a  permanent  oil  shale  leasing  program 
developed  by  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group. 

3.  Permanent  Leasing  Regulations 

-  We  believe  the  permanent  leasing  regulations  should  wait  until  after 
congressional  consideration  of  comprehensive  leasing  legislation. 

4.  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 

-  We  believe  BLM  is  doing  a  thorough  planning  effort  with  good 
public  participation  and  state/local  consultation. 

-  We  believe  the  final  plan  should  incorporate  the  concept  of 
"carrying  capacity".   This  would  allow  development  timetable 
and  framework  that  can  be  accomodated  by  the  regional  and 


Page  2 

Posit  ion  Paper 


local  environment  and  affected  communities.   The  concept 
includes  a  mitigation  plan  for  any  adverse  impact. 

-   We  believe  the  RMP  should  clarify  the  applicability  of  local 
laws  for  the  management  of  socio-economic  impact  mitigation. 
(Recommended  provisions  should  be  similar  to  the  proposed        10—4  V 
prototype  leasing  stipulations). 

*   Note:   Although  not  on  the  agenda,  AGNC  has  consistently  supported 
the  U.S.  Synfuels  Finance  Corporation  assistance  for  oil  sha le  develop- 
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RMP  Team  Leader 

White  River  Resource  Area 

BLM 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,    CO      81641 

Dear  Team  Leader: 

For  many  years  I  have  been  interested  in 
the  fate  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  as  I  have  a 
particular  love  for  northwest  Colorado  and 
my  husband  worked  in  Craig  for  a  number 
of  years. 
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I  am  not  \a  specialist  in  botany,  but 
I  am  a  member  of  the  Nature  Conservancy  and 
an  avid  lover  of  wildf lowers  and  plants,  and 
I  understand  that^the  EIS  does  not  give  any 
special  protection  to  the  rare  botanical 
species  which,_may  be  ^fourud  .in  little  spots  there. 
(except  for  "the  Wildlife  Alternative). 

I  hope  ferverently  that  the  Piceance 
can  be  protected  as  long  and  as  fully  as 
possible;  it  is  one  of  Colorado's  most 
wonderfiul  "resources"  in  its  undeveloped 
state.   I  think  1    speak  for  my  family  of 
9  adults,  all  now  adult,  who  grew  up  knowing 
and  lovffii g  this  area. 


I  guess  it  was  with  considerable 
relief  when  I  realized  the  "boom"  had  gone 
out  of  the  oil  shale  "bust"  (or  is  it  the 
other  way  around?)  and  I  felt  that  the  P.B. 
would  be  safe  for  awhile  from  the  impacts 
of  development. 

Now  I  have  learned  that  the  long-range 
plan  for  the  Piceance  has  been  issued  by 
your  office.   I  am  confident  that  the  BLM 
has  done  a  thorough  and  conscientious  job, 
but  I  believe  that  I  must  protest  the 
great  number  of  acres  being  held  in  allocation 
for  oil  shale  development,  and  well  as  the 
attitude  toward  unbridled  oil  and  gas 
development. 


And  thank  you  for  all  you  have  done 
already  toward  protection  in  your  20-year  plan. 

and  please  put  me  on  record  as  supporing  the 

"vsincerliy*lternative"- 
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Nina  Johnson 

747  12th 

Boulder,  CO   80302 


I  have  long  read  and  heard  about  the 
large  mule  deer  herd  there  on  the  P.B.-- 
as  I  understand  it,  the  largest  migratory 
one  in  America.  We  all  know  what  development 
will  do  to  that  herd,  and  I  consider  it  a 
resource  for  the  whole  country  long  after 
the  oil,  gas  and  oil  shale  are  used  up. 


Page  2,  May  22,  19SV 
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(303)   795-7W7 


May  22,  198* 
COMMENTS 

"Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 

and  Environmental  Impact  Statement"  —  INT  DEIS  Stf-12. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  a  very  thorough  and  complex  document  —  most  of  it  is 
well  prepared.  There  are  some  elements  in  the  document  (and  some  omissions)  that 
cause  me  to  be  concerned. 

"Carrying  Capacity"  —  As  "carrying  capacity"  affects  a  decision  on  leasing  policy, 
a  mineral  lease  is  an  administrative  decision  which  in  no  way  constitutes  a  permit 
or  approval  to  increase  air  pollution  or  to  construct  a  project  which  will  place  an 
unbearable  burden  on  local  and  State  socioeconomic  structure. 

Air,  water,  and  land  use  in  Colorado  are  controlled  by  State  agenices  and  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Laws  and  regulations  are  quite  ipecific.  A 
Federal  mineral  (oil  shale)  lease  does  not  allow  a  developer  to  violate  environ- 
mental law  or  regulations  —  it  is  therefore  not  valid  to  assume  that  there  is  a 
maximum  number  of  oil  shale  leases  that  can  be  awarded  in  the  Piceance  Creek 
basin.  Furthermore,  a  company  will  not  bid  on  a  lease  if  it  does  not  believe  that  it 
can  control  emissions  in  compliance  with  law  and  permit  regulations. 

In  the  area  of  socioeconomic  "carrying  capacity,"  Rio  Blanco  and  Garfield  n 
Counties  must  issue  building  permits  and  other  approvals  for  construction  of  an  oil 
shale  project.  The  destiny  of  population  growth  and  socioeconomic  infrastructure 
is,  rightfully,  in  the  hands  of  the  local  governments.  I  believe  that  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  has  no  authority  to  decide  against  leasing  on  the  basis  of  social 
impact. 

One  possibility  that  the  document  does  not  address:  What  would  be  the 
Interior  Department's  position  if,  at  some  future  time,  the  State  of  Colorado  chose 
to  participate  in  an  oil  shale  project  as  an  equity  partner?  (This  possibility  has 
some  advantages,  because  the  State  would  receive  not  only  lease  kickbacks,  like 
the  Oil  Shale  Trust  Fund,  and  severance  taxes,  but  also  profits  from  the  project  for 
impact  mitigation.)  How  would  DOI  handle  Colorado  as  both  a  regulatory  body  and 
a  developer? 


10-5,11 
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The  Resource  — A  coordinated  effort  to  develop  the  resource  could  result  in  a 
better  environment  and  a  more  efficient  recovery  of  hydrocarbons  and  saline 
minerals  from  the  Piceance  Creek  basin.  For  example,  saline  water  from  the 
Lower  Aquifer  (in  the  Leached  Zone)  could  be  used  in  some  processes,  thereby 
depriving  the  Colorado  River  of  a  source  of  salts.  Indeed,  the  project  proposed  by 
Superior  Oil  near  Alkali  Flats  would  have  been  a  net  producer  of  fresh  water  (if  its 
perfectly  logical  land  exchange  had  been  consumated). 

I  notice  that  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  refer  to  the  paper  by  Mr.  Tell  Ertl, 
"Mining  Colorado  Oil  Shale"  (Colorado  School  of  Mines  Second  Oil  Shale 
Symposium,  April  22,  1965).  I  suppose  this  paper  is  dismissed  by  the  section  on 
page  86  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  "Alternatives  Considered  but  not  Analyzed  in 
Detail."  I  believe  there  is  a  way  for  the  U.S.  to  realize  maximum  resource 
utilization  within  the  guidelines  set  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Industry 
and  government  should  be  able  to  devise  a  basin-wide  development  plan  lasting 
hundreds  of  years  that  would  enable  the  U.S.  to  recover  most  of  this  hydrocarbon 
resource.    As  Ertl  said: 

"If  our  civilization  has  any  conscience  and  if  it  has  any  regard  for 
posterity,  it  cannot  give  serious  consideration  to  any  method  of  production  of 
shale  oil  from  the  center  of  the  basin  that  does  not  result  in  substantially 
complete  recovery.  Our  civilization  has  passed  the  stage  in  which  it  can  kill 
the  whole  buffalo  merely  to  consume  the  tongue  and  liver,  as  was  done  in  this 
area  less  than  a  century  ago." 

The  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  #1  and  ill,  administered  by  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  are  small  compared  to  the  resource  administered  by  BLM.  Some 
of  this  Federal  resource  should  be  applied  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  Strategic 
Petroleum  Reserves.  If  shale  oil  were  produced  and  stored,  perhaps  by  adding 
something  to  raise  its  pour  point  (as  sulfur  has  been  stored  aboveground),  then  it 
would  be  available  in  a  national  crisis  and  the  ability  to  produce  it  would  be  in 
place.  Oil  pumped  into  the  5PR  comes  from  equivalent  oil  taken  from  the  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserves  —  which  generated  the  Teapot  Dome  Scandal,  which  in  turn 
generated: 

The  Withdrawal      —  On  April  15,   1930,  President  Hoover  signed  Executive  Order" 
5327: 

"Under  authority  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  June  25,  1910  (36  Stat.  847),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  August  24, 
1912  (37  Stat.  497),  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
the  deposits  of  oil  shale,  and  lands  containing  such  deposits  owned  by  the 
United  States,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  temporarily  withdrawn  from 
lease  or  other  disposal  and  reserved  for  the  purposes  o£  investigation,  ex- 
amination, and  classification. 

"This  order  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  unless  and  until  re- 
voked by  the  President  or  by  act  of  Congress." 
Although  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  discusses  the  possibility  of  future  legislation  in  re- 
gards to  other  matters,  it  seems  to  ignore  the  temporary  nature  of  the  oil  shale 
withdrawal.  Indeed,  E.O.  10355  and  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  1976  both  give  the  Interior  Secretary  authority  to  recind  withdrawals.  The  USGS 
published  a  classification  order  describing  "prospectively  valuable  oil  shale  lands" 
on  July  8,  1981  in  the  Federal  Register  (46  FR  35357),  which  included  the  Piceance 
Creek  basin  and  the  Sand  Wash  basin. 

The  Interior  Secretary  could  save  the  government  time  and  money  by  re- 
ceding the  oil  shale  withdrawal.  This  action  would  have  the  added  advantage  of 
expediting  land  exchanges,  which  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  seems  to  discourage. 
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Charles  O.  Hook,  President 
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2530  WEST  ALAMEDA 
DENVER,  COLORADO  80219 

ANO  MONDAY    TUESDAY  AND  THURSDAY  EVENINGS  7  TO  3  P  M 


COLORADO'S  NATURAL  RECREATIONAL  RESOURCES 
AN  UNRECOGNIZED  ECONOMIC  ASSET 


Introduction 

Colorado  has  a  wealth  of  natural  recreational  resources  -  high  peaks,  scenic 
areas,  clean  air,  good  visibility,  forest  and  grasslands,  wildlife  and  fish 
populations,  clean  water,  streams  and  lakes.  These  resources  support  a  stable, 
state-wide  vacation,  tourism  and  outdoor  recreation  industry  which  is  a  major  economic 
asset  to  the  state.  During  the  past  twenty  years  there  has  been  a  constant  growth 
in  this  industry  as  the  number  of  people  using  Colorado  for  outdoor  recreation 
continues  to  rise.  In  1983  tourism,  including  some  aspects  of  outdoor  recreation 
was  estimated  as  a  3.9  billion  industry. 

A  cohesive  recreational  management  policy  is  needed  for  these  resources 
most  of  which  are  on  public  lands  managed  by  diverse  agencies.  The  economic 
importance  of  the  vacation-tourism-outdoor  recreation  industry  and  the  economic 
value  of  the  natural  recreational  resources  which  foster  this  industry  need  to  be 
recognized.  Protection  of  these  resources  must  become  a  major  factor  in  planning 
and  development  for  the  state.  Following  is  a  partial  list  of  these  resources  with 
a  discussion  of  the  economic  benefits  of  each. 

The  Fourteen-Thousand-Foot  Peaks 

Colorado  has  54  peaks  over  14,000  feet  high.  These  peaks  are  located 
throughout  the  state  (see  Figure  1)  from  Long's  Peak  in  the  north  to  Culebra  in  the 
southeast  and  the  Wilson  Peaks  and  El  Diente  in  the  southwest.  Thirty-five  of  these 
peaks  are  in  National  Wilderness  areas  and  are  protected  by  federal  Wilderness 
legislation.  Nineteen  peaks  are   outside  the  Wilderness  and  do  not  have  this 
protection.  It  has  become  a  state,  national  and  even  international  challenge  to 
climb  as  many  of  the  14,000  foot  peaks  as  possible.  The  economic  benefits  from 
recreation  associated  with  these  peaks  are  statewide.  Each  climber  needs  equipment, 
transportation,  food  and  lodging  and  each  climber  goes  home  to  tell  relatives  and 
friends  about  the  climb  -  a  volunteer  Colorado  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


COLORADO 

Roads  and  14 .ODD'  Peak 

KEY 

1 

Mount   Elbert 

14,433 

2 

Mount  Massive 

14,421 

3 

Mount  Harvard 

14,420 

4 

B.ancB  Peak 

14,345 

5 

La  Plate  Peak 

14,336 

6 

Uncoinpahgre-   Peak 

34.309 

7 

CrEStone  Peak 

14.294 

8 

Mount   Lincoln 

14,286 

9 

Grays   Peak 

14,270 

ID 

Mount  Antero 

14.269 

11 

Torreys    Peak 

14,267 

12 

Castle  Peak 

14,265 

13 

Ouancary   Peak 

14,265 

14 

Mount   Evans 

14,264 

15 

Lonqs    Peak 

K.256 

16 

Mount  Wilson 

14,246 

17 

Mount   Shavano 

14.229 

IB 

Mount   Princeton 

14.197 

19 

Mount   Belford 

14,197 

20 

Mount   Yale 

14,196 

21 

Crestone  Needle 

14,191 

22 

Mount  Gross 

14,172 

23 

Kit   Carson  Peak 

14,165 

24 

El    Diente 

14,159 

25 

Maroon  Peak 

14,156 

26 

Tabeguacne  Mtn, 

14.155 

27 

Mount  Oxford 

14.153 

28 

Mount   Sneffels 

14.150 

29 

Mount   Democrat 

14.14B 

30 

Capitol    Peak 

14,130 

31 

Pikes  Peak 

14,110 

32 

Snowass   Mountain 

14,092 

33 

Mount   Eolus 

14,083 

34 

Wi  ndom  Peak 

14,082 

35 

Mount   Columbia 

14,073 

36 

Culeora   Peat, 

14,059 

37 

Missouri   Mountain 

14,067 

3B 

Humboldt   Peak 

14,064 

39 

Mount  Bierstadt 

14.060 

40 

Sunlight  Peak 

14.059 

41 

Handles  Peak 

14,048 

42 

Mount   Lindsey 

14-. 042 

43 

Ellingwood   Peak 

14.042 

44 

Little  Bear  Peak 

14,037 

45 

Mount   Sherman 

14,036 

46 

Redclouo  Peak 

14.034 

47 

Pyramid   Peak 

14,018 

46 

Wilson   Peak 

14.017 

49 

Uetterhorn   Peak 

14,017 

50 

North   Maroon  Peak 

14.014 

51 

San  Luis   Peak 

14.014 

52 

Huron  Peak 

14.005 

53 

Mount   of   the  Holy  Cross 

14,005 

54 

Sunshine   Peak 

14,001 

Figure  1.  Colorado  roads  and  14,000  foot  peaks. 

In  preparation  for  this  report,  the  Colorado  Mountain  Club  reviewed  registers 
which  it  maintains  on  top  of  the  14,000  foot  peaks.  Some  registers  are  chewed  by 
pikas  and  marmots,  soaked  by  rain  and  snow  and  even  blown  off  the  peaks.  Some  are 
spirited  away  as  souvenirs.   It  is  never  known  what  will  be  returned  to  the  clubhouse. 
Analysis  of  register  data  shows  the  14,000  foot  peaks  to  be  a  unique  attraction  in 
the  state  (see  Table  1).  Here  are  consistent  findings: 


1.  A  surprisingly  large  number  of  people  climb  the  fourteens; 

2.  Almost  every  state  in  the  United  States  is  represented; 

3.  Many  foreign  countries  are  represented; 

4.  Many  climbers  come  back  year  after  year  eventually  climbing  them  all; 

5.  In  recent  years  the  number  of  climbers  has  increased  dramatically. 

For  example: 

Gray's  Peak,  near  Loveland  Pass,  50  miles  from  Denver,  was  climbed  by 
243  people  over  a  14-day  period  in  August  1981.   In  a  similar  22-day 
period  ending  September  5,  1983,  596  people  made  the  ascent.  This  is  a 
192*  increase  in  ascents  per  day.  Altogether,  over  this  combined  period 
of  36  days,  climbers  came  from  36  states  and  5  foreign  countries. 

Uncompahgre  Peak,  near  Lake  City,  was  climbed  by  744  people  between  September 

6.  1981  and  September  4,  1982.  These  climbers  came  from  43  states  and  7 
foreign  countries  -  England,  Canada,  Holland,  El  Salvador,  Japan,  Australia 
and  South  Africa. 

Crestone  Needle,  a  remote  and  difficult  peak  near  Westcliff,  was  climbed  by 
30  climbers  during  six  days  between  August  29,  1981  and  September  12,  1981. 
The  climbers,  from  eight  different  states,  had  used  the  back  of  a  section 
of  a  map  as  an  innovative  register. 
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Table  1 


Selected  Summit  Register  Data 


Nearest  Town 


Register  Dates 


Gray's  Peak 

Georqetown 

8/6/ei  - 

8/20-8! 

243 

25 

states 

1 

foreiqn 

country 

8/14/83- 

9/5/83 

596 

30 

states 

7 

foreion 

countries 

Uncoirioahgre  Peak 

La  ke  Ci  ty 

5/6/81  - 

9/4/82 

744 

43 

states 

7 

foreign 

countries 

Crestone  Ueedle 

Hestcliff 

8/25/81- 

9/12/81 

30 

8 

states 

Mt.   Columbia 

Buena  Vista 

7/14/82- 

8/ 19/83 

475 

43 

states 

6 

foreign 

countries 

Mt.   of  the  Holy 
Cross 

Mi  nturn 

8/1/82  - 

9/6/82 

315 

27 

states 

8 

foreign 

countries 

Mt.  Sneffels 

Ouray 

9/13/81- 

8/11/B2 

471 

34 

states 

2 

foreign 

countries 

San  Louis   Peak 

Creede 

6/26/82- 

9/19/82 

164 

21 

states 

2 

foreign 

countries 

Castle  Peak 

Asoen 

9/5/80  - 

7/9/83 

881 

40 

states 

11 

foreiqn 

countries 

Caoitol   Peak 

Asoen 

8/1/81  - 

8/7/83 

511 

34 

states 

4 

foreign 

countries 

Mt.    Elbert 

Leadville 

9/1/81  - 

7/17/82 

508 

32 

states 

S 

foreion 

countries 

Mt.   Oxford 

Buena  Vista 

9/25/82- 

11/5/83 

470 

30 

states 

5 

foreiqn 

countries 

The  conclusion  of  this  review  is  that  the  fourteen-thousand-foot  peaks  are  a 
state,  national  and  international  tourist  attraction  and  therefore  a  major  economic 
asset  to  the  state.  It  is  vital  that  access  to  these  peaks  be  maintained  and  that  the 
high  quality  of  visibility  from  the  tops  of  the  peaks  be  protected. 

Hunting  and  Fishing 

There  have  been  a  number  of  studies  of  the  economic  value  of  fish  and 
wildlife  to  the  state  of  Colorado.  P>esults  generally  indicate  that  the  preservation 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  through  protection  of  habitat,  is  of  major  importance  for  the 
state.   In  1981  hunters  and  fishermen  spent  over  one  billion  dollars  (McKean  and 
ilobe,  1983).  81.9%  of  this  was  spent  by  Colorado  residents  and  the  remainder  by 
residents  of  other  states  who  came  to  Colorado  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  hunting 
or  fishing.  The  report  did  not  include  out-of-state  holders  of  two  and  ten-day 
fishing  permits.  The  figure  included  "fixed"  expenditures  -  money  spent  on  such 
permanent  or  long  term  equipment  as  guns,  fishing  tackle  or  recreational  vehicles 
used  primarily  for  access  to  hunting  and  fishing  areas,  as  well  as  "variable"  expen- 
ditures, which  include  gasoline,  food,  lodging  and  auto  repairs  while  traveling. 

The  McKean  and  Nobe  study  breaks  down  expenditures  and  activities  by  the 
State  Management  and  Planning  Regions  (see  Figure  2).   A  major  conclusion  of  the 
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%  of  Iota 
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1.4 
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6.7 
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0.2 
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2.5 
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2.8 
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3.8 

10 

7.4 

11 

6.8 

12 

8.6 

13 

2.9 

Figure  2.  State  Planning  and  Manaoement  Regions 


report  is  that  fishing  and  hunting  benefit  the  entire  state,  not  only  the  areas  in 
which  the  activity  occurs.  For  example,  big  game  hunters  spent  a  considerable  amount 
of  money  in  the  field,  but  they  spent  more  in  Denver  preparing  for  the  trip  than  they 
did  in  pursuit  of  the  game.  Antelope  hunters  spent  $8,238  million  in  Denver  and 
$1,091  million  in  region  11,  where  most  of  the  antelope  hunting  occurred.  Host  small 
game  hunting  took  place  in  region  1,  the  northeast  section  of  the  state,  but  most 
expenditures  by  small  game  hunters  took  place  in  Denver  (region  3)  and  in  Larimer 
and  Weld  counties  (region  2).  $478  million,  almost  half  of  the  total  statewide 
expenditure,  was  spent  in  region  3. 

McKean  and  Nobe  determined  that  62%  of  the  total  was  spent  by  fishermen. 
Another  study  (Jentzen,  1982)  indicates  that  most  Colorado  fishermen,  86.6%,  are 
seeking  trout.  A  study  of  the  economics  of  instream  flow  (Walsh,  et  al . ,  1980) 
estimated  a  2%  per  year  increase  in  user  days  of  fishing  through  1985.  According 
to  this  study,  30%  of  the  12,500  miles  of  rivers  in  Colorado  have  been  destroyed 
or  substantially  altered  (dewatered,  inundated  or  polluted). 

If  the  economic  value  of  recreational  fishing  is  to  be  maintained  in  Colorado, 
the  river  and  stream  mileage  available  for  fishing  as  well  as  the  quality  of  these 
rivers  and  streams  must  be  preserved.   It  is  also  apparent  from  these  studies  that 
a  healthy  wildlife  population  and  lakes  and  streams  which  support  viable  fish 
populations  are  major  economic  assets  to  the  state.  Serious  threats  to  wildlife 
such  as  reduction  of  habitat  and  threats  to  water  quality  such  as  acid  deposition 
could  have  major  economic  impacts  on  the  state.  Denver  legislators  and  legislators 
in  other  population  centers  need  to  be  aware  that  the  economic  repercussions  would 
be  greatest  in  their  areas. 


White  Water  Boating 

Visitors  from  throughout  the  United  States  have  found  white  water  boating 
on  Colorado's  free  flowing  rivers  to  be  some  of  the  best  in  the  nation.  In  1982 
comnercial  white  water  boating  generated  $25  million  in  Colorado.  This  was  based 
on  some  300,000  recreational  days  spent  on  Colorado  rivers.  The  Western  River  Guides 
Association  predicts  that  by  1986  the  recreational  days  will  be  as  high  as  500,000. 
In  small  river  side  communities  this  sport  has  become  an  important  economic  resource 
to  complement  skiing,  hunting  and  summer  visitor  use.  Ski  resorts  such  as  Vail, 
Steamboat  Springs,  Aspen,  Breckenridge,  Winter  Park  and  Keystone  all  have  strong 
Whitewater  programs  for  early  summer  months. 


Skiing 

Colorado  is  blessed  with  rugged  mountain  valleys,  an  abundance  of  snow, 
crystalline  air  quality  and  scenic  long-distance  views.  These  natural  resources 
have  given  birth  to  an  internationally  acclaimed  ski  industry  (see  Figure  3). 
In  the  winter  of  1981-82  over  seven  and  one-half  million  downhill  ski  tickets  were 
sold  in  Colorado  and  the  ski  industry  generated  over  one  billion  dollars  in  retail 
sales.   In  1982-83  ski  ticket  sales  increased  to  8.2  million.  On  the  west  slope 
the  ski  industry  provides  stability  to  an  economy  historically  characterized  by  boom 
and  bust  patterns  of  mining  development  (Frick  and  Coddington,  1982).  During  the 
1981-82  season,  the  ski  industry  accounted  for  22%  of  the  employment  and  18%  of  the 
personal  income  on  the  west  slope.  Skiing  in  Colorado  has  grown  at  a  fast  pace  and 
retail  sales  related  to  the  ski  industry  has  increased  eight-fold  in  the  past  ten  years. 


Souic»:Co!or«do  Ski  Country  USA 


Fiqure  3.  Location  of  Major  Colorado  Ski  Areas,  1982. 
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The  National    Forests  offer  endless  possibilities  for  cross-country  skiing  - 
wide  valleys,   broad  ridge  tops  and  forest  trails  and  roads.     Many  ski   areas  have  taken 
advantage  of  these  surrounding  resources   and  developed  their  own  cross-country 
ski   programs. 

While  excellent  snow  and  a  variety  of  slopes  attract  the  skiers,   good  air 
quality  is  an  integral   part  of  the  appeal.     Skiers  pause  at  the  top  of  the  Pallavicini 
lift  at  Arapaho  Basin  to  spot  Mt.   of  the  Holy  Cross   in  the  distance.     A  decidedly 
Texas  accent  was  heard  to  say  at  the  top  of  the   Iron  Horse  Lift  at  the  Mary  Jane  Ski 
Area:      "This   has  to  be  the  most  beautiful   view  in  all   of  Colorado!"     The  ski    towns, 
recognizing  that  crystalline  air  and  good  visibility  are  vital   to  skiers'   enjoyment, 
have  taken  strong  measures  to  protect  mountain  air  quality. 

Outdoor  Recreation  on  Federal   Lands 

About  one-third  of  Colorado's  federal   lands  in  the  western  half  of  the 
state  are  managed  for  multiple  use  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  under  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior.     These  BLM  lands  contain  60  areas  under  evaluation  for  Wilderness 
designation  and  three  of  the  popular  14,000  foot  peaks,   Redcloud,   Sunshine  and  Handies 
near  Lake  City.     The  Department  of  Interior  also  has  jurisdiction  over  Colorado's   twc 
National    Parks,   five  National   Monuments  and  four  National   Wildlife  Refuges,  which 
are  managed  for  preservation  and  recreation.     The  Department  of  Agriculture  adminis- 
ters eleven  National    Forests,   twenty-four  National   Wilderness  Areas,   two  National 
Grasslands  and  one  National   Recreation  Area.     The  Forest  Service,  while  managing 
its  lands  for  multiple  use,  states  in  its  planning  documents  that  recreation  is  the 
major  use  of  the  forests  in  Colorado. 

These  federal   lands  are  spread  throughout  the  state   (see  Figure  4)  and  are 
major  tourist  and  recreational   attractions.     Economic  benefits  from  recreational 
visits  to  these  areas  are  state-wide.     In  1982  there  were  over  five  million  visitors 
to  the  National    Parks  and  Monuments.     The  Forest  Service,    in   1982,   estimated  1.8 
million  visitor  days    (a  12-hour  period)   for  the  Wilderness  areas.   Traveling  to  these 
and  other  federal    recreational   lands   requires  food,   transportation  and  lodging. 
Often  extensive  hunting,   fishing,   camping  and  climbing  gear  are  purchased  for  the 
visit.     As  with  the  high  peaks,    in-state  and  out-of-state  visitors  return  home 
to  tell    friends   and  relatives  of  their  experiences. 

Visits  to  these  areas  are  increasing.      In  the  national   parks  there  are  many 
people  on  the  trails,  campsites  are  full  and  back-country  permits  have  to  be  obtained 
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Figure  4.  Location  of  Federal  Lands  (BLM  Lands  not  shown). 


in  advance.  Those  who  visit  the  Wilderness  areas  know  that  even  parking  lots  in 
remote  areas  with  difficult  access  are  often  full  to  overflowing.  The  demand  for 
Wilderness  is  so  high  that  the  Forest  Service  is  considering  permits  to  limit  use 
in  some  areas. 

Why  do  visitors  come  to  these  areas?  What  do  they  value?  The  Forest  Service 
has  sponsored  three  studies  on  what  attributes  visitors  value  most  in  Wilderness 
areas.  These  studies,  based  on  the  Indian  Peaks,  Eagle's  Nest,  Rawah  and  Weminuche 
Wilderness  areas,  indicated  that  clean  fresh  air,  protection  of  water  quality 
wildlife  habitat  and  air  quality  and  enjoying  the  sights  and  sounds  of  nature 
were  desired  most  by  Wilderness  visitors  (Brown,  et  al . ,  1977;  Brown  and  Haas,  1980; 
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Walsh,  et  al . ,  1982).  The  Colorado  Air  Quality  Control  Commission  also  recognizes  the 
economic  value  of  clean  air.  Preserving  and  protecting  clean  air  "is  particularly 
important  for  the  scenic  and  recreational  areas  of  the  state,  where.  .  .  tourism 
represents  a  vital  .  .  .  segment  of  the  economy.  The  common  link  in  tourism 
throughout  the  State  is  the  scenic  view  or  vista,  consistently  ranked  in  visitor 
opinion  polls  as  one  of  the  most  important  attributes  of  the  area"  (Fiscal  Impact 
Statement,  Colorado  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  Regulation). 

Recreational  use  of  federal  lands  provides  a  significant  day-to-day  contribu- 
tion to  most  local  Colorado  economies  supporting  hotels,  motels,  restaurants,  hardware 
and  sporting  goods  stores,  automobile  service  stations  and  guide  services.  It  is 
essential  for  the  economy  that  the  state  protect  those  resources  which  draw  the 
visitors:  visibility,  clean  air,  clean  water,  fishable  lakes  and  streams,  wildlife 
and  fish  populations  and  popular  scenic  recreation  areas. 

Colorado  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas 

Colorado  has  27  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas  which  are  widely  dispersed 
throughout  the  state.  These  areas  offer  a  broad  diversity  of  activities  including 
boating,  fishing,  water  skiing,  rockclimbing,  camping  and  wildlife  observation. 
Many  of  the  areas  are  close  to  urban  centers  and  provide  excellent  recreational 
opportunities  for  families  and  nearby  urban  populations  (see  Figure  5). 


During  the  1982-83  fiscal  year,  these  areas  attracted  almost  5  million 
in-state  visitors  and  1.3  million  out-of-state  visitors.  These  visits  generated 
approximately  $54  million  to  Colorado  businesses,  with  over  half,  $30  million, 
coming  from  out-of-state  tourists. 

Conclusion 

The  above  information  clearly  indicates  that  the  vacation-tourism  outdoor 
recreation  industry  is  one  of  the  state's  most  imnortant,  stable,  widespread  and 
fastest  growing  industries.  The  economic  benefits  of  this  industry  touch  every 
part  of  the  state.  The  industry  depends  for  its  existence  on  Colorado's  natural 
recreational  resources  -  high  peaks,  scenic  areas,  clean  air  and  good  visibility, 
forests  and  grasslands,  wildlife  and  fish  populations,  clean  water,  streams  and 
lakes.  At  present  the  management  of  these  resources  is  in  the  hands  of  many 
different  state,  federal  and  even  local  and  private  aqencies.  The  contribution  of 
outdoor  recreation  and  tourism  to  the  Colorado  economy,  based  on  these  natural 
resources,  is  not  always  a  major  consideration  in  management  decisions.  It  is 
therefore  an  economic  necessity  that  Colorado: 

1.  begin  to  take  into  account  and  calculate  this  contribution; 

2.  in  its  planning,  and  development  recognize  these  natural  recreational 
resources  and  set  policy  to  protect  them  from  ecological  dearadation 
and  access  restrictions; 

3.  request  that  all  state,  federal  and  local  management  agencies  and 
entities  do  likewise. 


This  document  has  been  prepared  by  the  Conservation  Committee  of  the  Colorado 
Mountain  Club.  Principal  authors  are  Anne  Vickery,  Conservation  Director  and 
Jeremy  Kaplan,  Boulder  Group. 


Figure  5.  State  Parks  &  Recreation  Areas. 
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GARFIELD  COUNTY  COMMENTS  ON  THE  PICEANCE 


BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


The  Garfield  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  endorse  the  attached 
preliminary  statement  on  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  submitted  by  the 
Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado. 

We   appreciate   the  consultation  process  utilized  by  BLM  in  the  drafting  of 

this  plan.   We  also  appreciate   the   committment   on   page   215  that   "BLM 

shall  consult  state  and  local  governments  prior  to  oil  shale  lease 
issuance. " 

In  the  summary  of  environmental  consequences  the  RMP  indicates  on  page 
226  that  "more  than  half  of  the  impact  will  be  felt  in  the 
Rifle-Battlement  Mesa  area  of  Garfield  County." 

On  page  206,  the  population  growth  projection  for  the  "Oil  Shale 
Alternative"  indicates  the  following  potential  increases  in  Garfield 
County : 


1980 


2000 


New  Castle 

Parachute/BMI 

Rifle 

Silt 

Garfield  County 


560 

1,845 

752 

16,259 

3,405 

19,439 

916 

2,921 

22,514 


72,943 


With  potential  population  growth  of  this  magnitude  i.t  is  imperative  that 
Garfield  County  be  a  party  to  the  socio-economic  mitigation  process.  The 
Garfield  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  therefore  strongly  endorse 
as  a  requirement  the  following  language  from  page  215  of  the  RMP : 

"a  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall  be  that  the 
lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall  develop  a 
mutually  agreeable  socio-economic  impact  mitigation 
plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed 
Development  Plan . " 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  offer  these  comments. 
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PRELIMINARY  COMMENTS  ON  THE  BLM  PICEANCE  BASIN 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

The  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado  commend  BLM 
Director,  Bob  Burford,  and  his  staff  team  in  Colorado  for  the 
thorough  process  utilized  in  preparation  of  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP. 
We  believe  the  public  process  utilized  fully  complies  with  both  the 
letter  and  intent  of  the  Federal  Land  Planning  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  which  sets  forth  the  requirements  for  BLM  planning  and 
consultation.   He  specifically  appreciate  the  meetings  that  have 
been  held  with  local  officials  and  the  workshop  on  BLM  planning 
held  at  the  Redstone  Conference. 

Just  last  year  this  Association  joined  with  the  Governor,  in- 
dustry and  environmental  representatives  urging  the  completion  of 
this  plan  before  any  permanent  leasing  of  oil  shale  resources  takes 
place.   There  was  a  "unique"  consensus  that  regulations  initiating 
a  permanent  leasing  program  be  withdrawn  until  planning  could  be 
accomplished . 

This  Association  would  like  to  comment  on  the  following  speci- 
fic portions  of  the  RMP: 

1.   Support  for  the  reference  to  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working 
Group . 

We  are  pleased  that  BLM  has  attempted  to  utilize  the  draft 
proposal  of  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group.   That  group  had  made 
a  serious  attempt  to  reach  a  consensus  of  diverse  interests  on  oil 
shale  leasing  legislation.   Unfortunately,  the  Joint  Working  Group 
disbanded  without  a  final  product  so  the  specific  language  on  page 
20  needs  to  be  amended. 

This  Association  has  subsequently  adopted  a  proposal  for  Comp- 
rehensive Oil  Shale  Leasing  Legislation  which  has  been  submitted  to 
BLM  for  'y°ur  consideration. 

Although  the  proposal  is  based  upon  the  draft  working  document 
prepared  by  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group  (JWG) ,  a  consensus 
could  not  be  reached  by  the  JWG  and  it  disbanded  before  a  final 
draft  was  prepared  or  approved.   This  proposal  is  not  intended  to 
represent  a  final  JWG  product. 
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2 .  Support  for  the  Carrying  Capacity  Concept 

This  Association  supports  the  provision  in  the  preferred  alter- 
native described  on  page  214  entitled  carrying  capacity.   We  believe 
this  principle  will  allow  BLM  to  help  local  governments  accomodate  the 
consequences  of  growth. 

This  concept  will  be  an  improvement  over  and  compatible  with 
the  so-called  "multiple 'use"  concept.   It  will  allow  BLM  to  schedule 
leasing  in  such  a  manner  to  help  minimize  future  booms  and  busts. 

In  order  to  fulfill  it's  responsibilities  under  this  proposal, 
BLM  should  seek  the  cooperation  of  lessees,  private  developers  and 
other  governmental  entities  in  establishing  and  maintaining  a  means 
of  monitoring  regional,  environmental  and  socio-economic  impacts. 
Maximum  use  should  be  made  of  information  from  ongoing  monitoring 
activities  and  monitoring  performed  pursuant  to  other  requirements. 
There  is  no  need  for  project  developers  to  be  required  to  participate 
in  monitoring  impacts  beyond  those  directly  related  to  their  individual 
projects. 

3.  Support  for  the  Committed  Mitigation  provision 

This  Association  supports  the  specific  language  on  page  215  that 
states: 

"In  an  effort  to  help  predict  and  mitigate  socio-economic 
impacts  resulting  from  oil  shale  development,  BLM  shall 
consult  state  and  local  governments  prior  to  oil  shale 
lease  issuance.   A  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall 
be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall 
develop  a  mutually  agreeable  socio-economic  impact  mitigation 
plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed  Development 
Plan.   This  lease  stipulation  shall  be  similar  to  Section 
15  of  the  Environmental  Stipulations  of  the  Prototype  Oil 
Shale  Lease." 

We  believe  this  language  would  provide  a  framework,  for  a  good 
faith  effort  between  industry  and  local  governments  for  a  sound 
socio-economic  mitigation. program. 


We  believe  this  provision  should  be  augmented  by  adoption  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  of  the  Dec.  8,  1983  opinion  of  the  Associated 
Solicitor,  Energy  and  Resources,  U.  S.  Dept .  of  Interior.   A  copy  of 
that  opinion  is  attached  to  this  statement.   The  opinion  sets  forth 
the  background  and  justification  for  the  BLM  to  help  resolve  the 
impact  mitigation  issue  in  a  positive  manner. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  preliminary  comments. 
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pifckin    county 


50B  east  main  street 
aspen,   Colorado    B1B11 


May    30,       1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Co   81641 

Dear  Sir, 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Pitkin  County  Commissioners 
in  reference  to  the  Piceance  Basin  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  which  was  recently  released  by  your  office.   Although 
Pitkin  County  will  be  somewhat  removed  from  the  immediate 
impacts  of  Piceance  Basin  development,  we  feel  that  the  scope 
and  imoact  of  that  development  will  determine,  in  many  respects, 
the  long-term  course  of  ail  of  Colorado's  Western  Slope.   We 
therefore  feel  obliged  to  comment  on  this  critically  important 
planning  document. 

The  RMP  includes  a  number  of  concepts  which  will  be  useful 
in  planning  the  future  of  oil  shale  development.   The  most 
important  of  these  is  carrying  capacity,  which  recognizes  that 
the  Piceance  Basin  has  a  finite  ability  to  absorb  development 
impacts.   We  hope  to  see  this  concept  extended  to  other  Federal 
plannina  documents  and  we  also  hope  that  the  Final  RMP  will 
detail  how  the  BLM  will  monitor  and  enforce  this  limitation  on 
development.  We  also  fully  approve  the  limitations  on  oil  shale 
leasing  included  in  the  preferred  alternative.  It  is  particularly 
important  that  leasing  be  paced  to  keep  track  with  technical  pro- 
gress . 

DesDite  these  positive  aspects,  the  RMP  also  has  significant 
weaknesses.   These  include  inadequate  restrictions  on  the  number  ~ 
and  size  of  open-pit  developments.   These  developments  should  be 
severely  restricted  until  the  impacts  of  an  initial  open-pit 
in  tract  C-a  are  thoroughly  evaluated.  Another  serious  flaw  in  the" 
RMP  is  the  lack  of  mitigation  requirements  for  oil  and  gas 
develooment.   While  oil  shale  certainly  has  greater  long-term 
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We  will  continue  to  follow  the  progress  of  the  Piceance 
Basin  RMP  through  the  public  input  period.   We  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  important  planning 
effort. 


Hark  Fuller 
Environmental  Coordinator 
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1712  Concord  Drive 
Fort  Collins,  CO  80526 
hay  28,  1984 

to,  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
T.    0.  Box  928 
Keeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  r-'r.  Singlaub: 

I  wish  to  express  my  concern  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan ,  Intended  to  guide  development  of  oil  shale  in  the 
Piceance  Basin,  does  not  provide  adequate  protection  for  the  rare,  threatened, 
and  sensitive  plants  there. 

If  I  understand  the  plan  correctly,  it  would  stipulate  Special  Management  Area 
designation  for  only  160  acres  of  the  Soldier  Creek  site.   On  the  remaining 
part  of  that  site  and  on  11  other  sites  there  would  be  only  "avoidance 
stipulations"  and/or  "no  surface  occupancy  stipulations."  Sight  further  sites 
recommended  for  Special  Management  Areas  by  the  Nature  Conservancy,  in  a  study 
done  for  the  BLh,  were  dropped  altogether. 

I  would  like  to  see  all  twenty  sites  designated  as  Special  Kanagement  Areas. 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  the  wisest  course 
either  in  dropping  the 8  sites  or  in  recommending  only  a  weak  form  of  protection 
for  the  11  other  sites,  plus  the  major  portion  of  the  Soldier  Creek  site. 
The  avoidance  stipulations  can  easily  be  overriden  under  the  "whenever  pos- 
sible" clause,  and  the  "no  surface  occupancy  stipulations"  are  not  likely  to      -' 
be  effective,  given  similar  loopholes. 

Now  is  the  time  to  insure  adequate  protection  for  all  those  sites,  as  well 
as  for  the  substantial  examples  of  the  thirty  six  vegetation  types  which  the 
Nature  Conservancy's  1982  inventory  identified. 

I  am  professor  of  philosophy  at  "olorado  State  University  and  I  have  just 
finished  teaching  a  seminar  in  philosophiaal  and  ethical  issues  connected 
with  endangered  species.   I  believe  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  sets 
the  tone  of  policy  as  voiced  by  the  public  will,  to  which  the  BLK.  should  be 
answerable.   Even  when  the  letter  of  that  Act  does  not  require  it,  the  spirit 
of  that  Act  is  to  temper  all  economic  development  by  "adequate  concern  and 
conservation,"  as  its  opening  sentences  indicate. 

It  is  decidedly  in  the  public  interest  to  preserve  the  native  plants  which  are 
adapted  to  that  basin,  all  the  more  so  in  view  of  the  development  which  is 
expected  to  take  place  there.   Inadequate  preservation  will  concentrate  benefits 
to  the  developers  at  the  expense  of  widespread  but  real  (even  when  intangible) 
losses  to  the  broader  public.   Adequate  protection  will  in  fact   subtract  very 
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little  from  benefits  to  the  developers,  and  will  make  for  a  greater  good 
for  the  greatest  number. 

In  particular  I  would  like  to  know  why  the  8  sites  were  excluded,  and  whyj 
there  is  not  a  stronger  form  of  protection  for  the  remaining  12  sites. 
I  would  like  to  request  that  this  letter  be  published  in  the  final  RKI 
and  that  my  concerns  be  addressed . 

I  am  disappointed  in  the  BLh  preferred  alternative  and  urge  a  stronger 
conservation  and  preservation  for  the  Ficeance  Sasin  flora,  especially 
the  rare  and  sensitive  plants  there. 
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Holmes  Rolston,  III 
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1  June  1984 

Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

I  have  read  extensively  the  BLM's  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the 
Piceance  Basin,  White  River  Resource  Area.  As  a  professional  plant 
scientist,  working  in  the  area  of  systematics  and  ecological  genetics, 
I  am  dismayed  with  the  almost  total  neglect  given  to_  protection  of 
unique  and  natural  plant  resources  significant  to  the  ecology  of  the  Basin. 

The  failure  of  the  RMP  to  include  proposed  ACECs,  RNAs ,  and  QNAs,  other 
than  one  on  Soldier  Creek,  reveals  a_  lack  of  understanding  and  foresight  in 
applying  scientific  knowledge  and  modern  management  techniques  for  long  term_ 
benefits  to  the  ecological  stability  of  the  Basin.  Incidentally,  the  RMP  is 
incorrect  in  asserting  that  populations  of  Sullivantia  purpusii  would  be      10-6,15 
protected  by  the  Soldier  Creek  ACEC,  because  populations  of  this  species 
do_  not  occur  within  the  boundaries  of  the  ACEC  as  published  in  the  RMP. 

It  is  becoming  common  practice,  for  example,  in  the  area  of  silviculture 
to  revegetate  timber  cuts  with  local  genetic  strains  obtained  prior  to 
harvest.  Work  in  applied  plant  ecology  elsewhere  in  the  country  and  Europe 
has  demonstrated  that  mined  lands,  rich  in  heavy  metals  or  with  unusual 
pH  levels  for  example,  are  best  revegetated  with  genetic  strains  that  have 
evolved  in  situ. 

If  one  considers  carefully  (1)  the  potential  for  extensive,  historically 
short  term  mining  of  coal  and  oil  shale,  (2)  the  relatively  poor  (low  nutrient, 
high  pH)  soil  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  and  (3)  the  low  annual  precipitation 
coupled  with  an  inadequate  source  of  importable  water,  it  should  be  clear 
that  the  probability  of  an_  economically  feasible,  long  term  recovery  of 
natural  vegetation  is  low  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  Plan. 

In  addition  to  ignoring  the  merits  of  various  preservation  techniques 
in  management  of  the  Basin,  it  is  clear  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
gives  only  scant  attention  to  the  pertinent  aesthetic,  recreational  and 
scientific  benefits  accrued  from  preservation  of  a  number  of  unique,  endemic 
plant  species  that  have,  under  the  guidelines  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
and  later  amendments,  national  significance. 

Incidentally,  the  lack  of  foresight  in  this  area  of  land  management  is 
exacerbated  by  the  neglect  to  even  include  the  intensive  study  site  located 
on  Ryan  Gulch  and  administered  by  Colorado  State  University  through 
continuing  grants  by  the  DOE,  a  program  which  is  involved  in  part  at  studying 
problems  of  revegetation  with  native  plants. 
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1  June  1984,  letter  to  J.  Singlaub,  p.  2 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  that  BLM  invoke  that  part  of  the 
Wildlife  Alternative  P  I  an  "to  the  RHP  so  as  to  include  and  ensure 
maximum  protection~of  rare  plant  species  and  remnant  native  plant 
associations.  Such  preservation  will  provide  a  broadly  based, 
economically  feasible  means  of  genetic  resource  "banking".  Such 
"banks"  would  serve  as  important  sources  of  native  plants,  ideally 
adapted  to  the  relatively  severe  climate  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 
In  addition,  such  "banks"  will  minimize  future  investment  of 
both  private  and  public  resources  in  revegetation  and  recovery  programs. 

I  ask  you  to  respond  to  these  comments  and  to  ensure  that  these 
criticisms  are  given  public  attention  through  publication  with  the 
final  RMP  for  the  Piceance  Basin. 


Yours  sincerely, 

Steffi -to"*-- 

Dieter  H.   Wilken 

Associate  Professor 
Dept.  of  Botany 
Colorado  State  University 
Fort  Collins,  80523 


cc:     J.   Miller,  USFWS,    Regional   Office  OES 

cc:     C.    Pustmueller,  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Commission 


P  iceance   Basin  RKP    Team   Leader 

BLI-I 

White   River   H-souroe   Area 

Comments   about  your   Draft   Pioeancs   Basin   RI-Zp/SIS 
Support    the    Oil    Shale    Alternative 


24.05.84. 


Rationale ;    Support   of    the    Oil 
influenced   because    this   altem 
zed    (3?B)    recreation.    It  is    t) 


provisions    for   an  ORV  play  are 
DRV   recreation  map. 
Contrary   what   the   above  may   su 
SPK  and   ORV  recreation.    I   eiijo 
wilderness   hiking.    But   I   have 
taken   care   of,    one   has    to   look 
which   shows   a  multitude   of   ext 
existance   and  more   proposed;    i 
having  de   facto    wilderness   are 
in  your  and   nearby   BLM  Distric 
V.'A-s.    On  other  hand    I   feel  bei 
ORV   areas7 these   being   closed, 
as   closed    to  motorized    travel 
left-overs   are  being   specified 
friere   appears   a    fundamentalist 
forever  more    and   more    closures 
looked   up   as    wilderness  aizlzr^KJjz, 


Shale   Alte   native    was    substantially 
ative    emphasises    Semi    Primitive  ttotori- 
e  only   alternative   in   which   you   make 
a  and    a  promise    to   publish  a    specific  SFK 


ggest,    I   am   not  unidirectional    towards 
y  other  recrea-ion   types    too,    including 
"ound  my   wilderness  needs  very   well 

on   the   regional  map  in   your   DEIS  Fig   IG»  1 
elusive  USF3   wilderness   areas   in 
n   addlt    on   there    are   KPS  units   nearby 
as.    Moreover   BUS  has   in   surrounding   RA-s 
ts  numerous    V.'SA    to   be   considered   as 
ng  pushed   out  from    traditional   SPM  and 
Also    ,    highly   scenic   areas   are    classified 
in   ever   increasing  numbers   and    only    the 

as   open  or   limited   ORV   areas, 
ic    zeal   among   preservationists    to   demand 

regardless   htfe'  much      land   has   been  already 


The   Piceance   Basin  Planning  Area   is    a  natural    for   intensive    SPM  and 
ORV  recreation,    having  no   WSA-s , having  by   your  own  admission    (p. 76) 
a  network  of  over  a   thousand  miles   of   secondary   roads.    10    try    to   crea'e 
a   wilderness    type  management  plan  under   such  conditions   by  closures    to 
motorized   entry   is   preposterous^    Even   a  wilderness  buff   would   not  come 
here   when  higher   quality   wilderness   experiences   are   available  nearby  in 
abundance. 

I   concur   with   the  merit    to   close   a   5000   acre  parcel   for  non-motorized 
hunting   for   the   duration  of   the  hunting   season   to   provide  variety  in 
forms   of   hunting. 

I   hope   a   regionally  balanced   land-use    thinking   will   prevail   by   adopting 
the   Oil   Shale  Alternative. 


Sincerely , 


Harry  Kelts 
General  Delivery 
Porthill,  Idaho   83853 
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MAGNAPART 

magnolia   star  route 
nederland,  Colorado    80466 

June    5,    1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.  D.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado   81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

I  am  concerned  that  the  Draft  Resources  Management  Plan  for  the 
Piceance  Basin  has  failed  to  adequately  protect  the  flora  ot 
the  Basin.   The  Basin  contains  a  number  of  rare  and  threatened 
species  as  well  as  remnant  vegetation  associations.   It  is  impor- 
tant that  these  life  forms  receive  adequate  protection  to  ensure 
their  survival.   I  believe  the  day  will  come  when  these  protected 
"reservoirs"  of  life  will  serve  to  re-populate  the  areas  that 
mankind's  activities  have  damaged  or  destroyed.   Protecting  the 
qenetic  diversity  of  our  planet  must  surely  be  one  of  the  most 
important  challenges  and  tasks  we  face  in  our  lifetimes.  The 
life  forms  that  have  evolved  in  a  particular  area  are  best  suit- 
ed for  that  area  — that  is  why  they  are  there--and  it  is  obvious 
that  protecting  them  to  the  best  of  our  ability  is  not  only  in 
their  best  interest  but  our  own  as  well. 

The  system  of  twenty  sites  recommended  by  the  1982  botanical 
inventory  for  designation  as  Special  Management  Areas  should  be 
adopted.   Only  this  designation  will  affort  the  protection  ne- 
cessary to  perpetuate  our  natural  heritage.   When  one  considers 
that  this  area  comprises  only  about  3%   of  the  Basin   it  is 
apparent  that  even  these  sites  represent  the  minimum  that  should 
be  preserved. 

I  ask  that  my  comments  be  addressed  and  published  in  the  final 
Resource  Management  Plan. 


Thank  you, 
Tedd  N.  Beegle 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF   RECLAMATION 

UPPER  COLORADO  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

P.O.  BOX   11568 

SALT  LAKE  CITY.   UTAH   84117 


1\-  ELPLV 

REFF.K  TO:      TJC-150 


JUN     7 1984 


Memorandum 


To:       Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  White 
River  Resou&ce  Area,  P.  0.  Box  928,  Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

From:  ^j&Regional  Director 

^*   Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Subject:   Review  of  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (Draft  -  BLM,  April  1984) 

Following  are  comments  on  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement: 

Pages  183-185,  Water  Quality  -  In  the  description  of  the  economic  impacts  of 
salinity  at  Imperial  Dam,  the  curienC  values  need  to  be  updated  and  the  text 
modified  to  better  describe  impacts.   As  of  January  1,  1984,  the  total  economic 
impact  at  Imperial  Dam  for  salinity  increases  under  future  conditions  is 
$561,000  pp-r  mg/L  per  year,  or  $57  per  ton  per  year.   The  total  economic  impact 
estimate  takes  into  account  all  quantified  detriments  to  agricultural,  municipal, 
and  industrial  sectors  for  Lower  Basin  water  users  in  the  United  States.   The 
impacts  estimate  does  not  include  the  "cost  increase  in  necessary  desalini- 
zation  treatment  because  of  anticipated  increases  in  salinity  concentrations." 

Please  delete  or  change  the  statement  that  the  cost  increase  is  related  to  any 
necessary  desalinization  treatment  at  Imperial  Dam.  The  cost  increase  represents 
economic  detriments  to  the  municipal  and  industrial  water  user  sector  in  terms 
of  plumbing  damages,  soap  usage,  use  of  softeners  and  bottled  water,  and  other 
corrosion  and  scaling  effects  on.  water  systems.  In  the  agricultural  sector, 
damages  due  to  salinity  include  additional  requirements  for  drainage,  cultural 
practices,  and  crop  changes,  as  well  as  increased  water  use  for  leaching. 

Finally,  a  summary  table  showing  water  quantity  requirements  and  water  quality 
effects  and  impacts  for  the  various  alternative  scenarios  would  improve  the  presen- 
tation of  this  important  section  of  the  statement. 


10-78, 
16-1 


10-78, 
16-2 
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P.O.  Box  225 
Meeker,  CO  81641 
June  12,  1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub 
June  12,  1984 
Page  Two 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

Vfe  have  just  reviewed  the  document  Piceance  Basin,  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  section  of  the  document  dealing  with  special  management  areas, 
specifically  the  site  known  as  Deer  Gulch,  dealt  with  in  the  manuscript 
on  pages  249,  250  and  251,  is  of  immense  importance  and  concern  to  me 
and  my  family. 

Your  proposal  is  to  withdraw  approximately  3,635  acres  from  any  surface 
occupancy  whatsoever.  This  of  course  destroys  our  family  ranching 
operation,  an  existing,  viable,  efficient  ranch  that  has  used  this  very 
acreage  since  the  early  1930 's. 

The  very  plants'  existence  that  you  purport  to  protect  is  only  a  result 
of  the  Halandras  Family  diligently  caring  and  managing  those  entire 
acres  in  the  overall  ranch  forage  plan.  Had  this  family  not  been 
diligent  with  its  grazing  patterns  would  those  plants  have  survived? 

What  about  all  those  thousand  of  acres  that  we  have  brush  beat  with 
tractors,  or  the  miles  and  miles  of  fence  that  were  built  to  scatter  the 
livestock  or  the  days  and  weeks  of  erosion  control  efforts.  What  about 
the  reservoirs  created  in  porous  shale  in  the  hopes  to  catch  a  rare  drop 
of  water  to  scatter  the  livestock. 

None  of  these  efforts  figure  in  your  Team's  analysis!  Your  thrust  being 
that  the  simple  eraser  be  used  and  wipe  away  anything  that  was/is  and 
create  a  pristine  environment  to  support  a  doctrine  that  came  from  an 
uncaring  group  totally  unrelated  to  the  grass  roots  of  those  that  their 
decisions  affect  or -the  small  town's  economies  that  heavily  depend  on 
ranching  families  and  operations  such  as  ours  to  survive. 

And  to  even  add  more  insult  to  the  wounds  your  actions  seek  to  make  is 
the  fact  that  the  "Team"  that  did  the  study  asked  our  permission  to 
cross  our  private  lands  in  order  to  reach  the  back  canyons  and  ranch 


reaches.  Not  a  one  offered  to  be  honest  when  asking  and  advise  that 
their  studies  might  result  in  our  livelihoods  being  destroyed. 

We  strongly  protest  this  withdrawal  effort  and  immediately  request  an 
audience  with  you,  your  Team,  your  superiors.  You  cannot  just  walk  in 
and  say  that  what  is,  what  was,  will  never  more  be  —  we  stand  for  more 
than  that. 

Sincerely, 

DRAS  BROS. 

GUS  R.  HALANDRAS 
GRH/ln 
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Cathedral 

Bluffs  Shale  Oil  Company 

P  O.Bok  2687.  Grand  Junction.  Colorado    81  502-2687 


June  19,  1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader  fj-'  K  cr\ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  1_   "<r" 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

The  following  are  comments  and  questions  regarding  the  draft  BLM  Resource 
Management  Plan  for  Piceance  Basin: 

First,  we  wish  to  recognize  and  commend  the  BLM  for  a  job  well  done  on  an  area 
of  sensitive  and  important  nature. 

Preferred  Alternative  seems  to  be  a  good  workable  approach  with  a  balance 
between  the  needs  of  both  the  environmental  resources  (livestock,  wildlife, 
air  quality)  and  the  energy  resources  (gas,  coal,  oil  shale).  Protection  and 
improvement  of  the  renewable  resources  along  with  controlled  utilization  of 
the  energy  resources  is  a  high  priority. 

The  most  important  comment  for  C-b  Tract  is  on  utility  corridors,  pl64.   In 
earlier  discussions  with  the  BLM  a  corridor  from  C-b,  west  and  north  to  the 
present  8-5/8  inch  transmission  pipeline  owned  by  Rocky  Mountain  Natural  Gas 
Company,  was  identified  as  a  potential  corridor.  At  this  time  the  west 
corridor  is  preferred  over  the  north  corridor.  Both  the  north  and  west 
corridors  are  short  distances.  Cathedral  Bluffs  would  like  to  have  both 
identified  as  utility  corridor  alternatives. 

Other  general  comments  include: 

On  Page  160,  the  statement  is  made  that  "wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects 
would  be  directed  to  increased  production  and  completion  of  big  game  winter 
forage".  Based  on  several  studies,  summer  forage  may  be  just  as  important  as 
winter  forage.  Data  from  a  study  by  Pederson  and  Harper  (1978)  suggest  that 
the  characteristics  of  the  forage  found  on  the  summer  range,  especially  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  forbs,  exert  important  influences  on  productivity  of 
mule  deer  herds.  Another  study  by  Robinette,  et  al  (1973)  concluded  that  mule 
deer  diets  which  were  rich  in  protein  resulted  in  larger  body  size  and  a  large 
increase  in  the  reproductive  rate.  Dietz,  et  al  (1962)  stated  that  "a  general 
decline  in  the  quality  of  summer  range  would  almost  certainly  be  reflected  by 
a  corresponding  decline  in  numbers  and  conditions  in  the  associated  deer  herd. 
Therefore,  it  seems  that  habitat  improvement  projects  should  be  directed  to 
both  summer  and  winter  forage.  The  addition  of  summer  range  should  also  be 
made  in  Table  11-15,  page.  56. 
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Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
June  19,  1984 
Page  two 


What  kind  of  "reclamation  restrictions  to  replace  wildlife  habitat"  would  be 
placed  on  energy  development  (p. 160)?  Federal  lease  stipulations  for  oil 
shale  tracts  require  mitigation  for  construction  activities  disturbing 
wildlife  habitat.  The  Colorado  Mined  Land  Reclamation  Board  also  has 
extensive  requirements  to  insure  that  disturbed  acreages  are  reclaimed  back  to 
the  productivity  and  habitat  types  which  existed  prior  to  disturbance. 

Who  would  coordinate  the  industry  association  mentioned  on  page  160?  Would 
all  energy  companies  using  the  area  be  required  to  join  the  association  to 
help  reduce  basin  wide  impacts? 

Map  6  (Volume  2,  Preferred  Alternative)  indicates  a  mandatory  protection  area 
in  the  C-b  construction  site.  Based  on  a  discussion  with  the  BLM  wildlife 
biologist,  this  protected  area  is  a  red-tailed  hawk  nest  which  is  located  in 
Scandard  Gulch.  C-b  developmental  activities  should  not  affect  the  nest  as 
present  disturbed  areas  are  as  close  to  the  edge  of  Scandard  as  planned.   It 
should  be  noted  that  present  disturbed  area  may  be  included  in  the  protected 
area.  The  C-b  monitoring  program  has  identified  over  50  raptor  nests  within 
the  C-b  tract  vicinity.  None  of  these  nests  should  be  affected  by  C-b 
developmental  activities. 

Off -tract  (C-b)  disposal  of  spent  shale  in  Sorghum  Gulch  may  be  the  most 
economic  and  environmentally  sound  alternative  for  disposal  in  Sorghum  Gulch. 
Utilizing  less  than  800  acres  in  the  head  waters  of  Sorghum  Gulch  would 
eliminate  diversion  around  the  main  portion  of  disposal  embankment  on  tract, 
reduce  height  of  embankment,  and  may  reduce  the  future  need  to  expand  into 
East  Sorghum  Gulch.  Because  Cottonwood  Gulch  will  be  utilized  initially, 
sufficient  time  is  available  to  seek  legislative  authorization. 

The  RMP  states  that  fifty-two  percent  of  proposed  Habitat  Management  Plan 
studies  and  projects  have  not  been  accomplished,  also  project  and  habitat 
monitoring  has  not  been  performed  since  1977.  We  feel  more  emphasis  should  be 
allotted  in  this  subject.  Also,  the  RMP  should  recognize  the  benefits  which 
result  from  oil  shale  development.  Habitat  mitigation,  water  development,  and 
reclamation  of  disturbed  areas  on  and  near  C-b  are  expected  to  provide 
positive  impact  for  wildlife  and  livestock.   Intense  monitoring  associated 
with  tract  baseline  studies  and  development  will  provide  information  to  the 
BLM.  Page  231  states  that  oil  shale  development  could  seriously  compromise 
long-term  productivity  and  stability  of  native  plant  communities.  Because  the 
goal  of  our  reclamation  program  is  to  return  the  disturbed  land  to  similar 
predevelopment  native  plant  communities,  and  because  early  results  indicate 
this  to  be  a  fact,  we  feel  conclusion  on  page  231  is  inaccurate.  Results  of 
production  and  utilization  of  reclaimed  areas  by  wildlife  and  livestock  also 
tend  to  disprove  this  statement. 
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Occrdenial  Oil  Shale,  Inc..    Partner 


(303)244-3000 


Tenneco  Shale  Oil  Compa 
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Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
June  19,  1984 
Page  three 


Page  234  indicates  soil  lost  from  steep,  unrevegetated  slopes  would  be 
irretrievably  displaced.  This  statement  is  misleading.  Soil  areas  which  are 
disturbed  will  be  minimized  as  much  as  possible,  and  will  be  revegetated 
within  the  first  growing  season  after  disturbance.  All  areas  disturbed  will 
drain  to  erosion  control  structures  designed  to  contain  runoff  and  sediment 
which  could  be  removed  and  returned  for  reclamation. 

Also,  page  234  indicates  that  toxic  elements  encountered  during  mining  and 
brought  to  the  surface  would  be  incorporated  into  the  soil.  This  is  not  true. 
At  this  time,  there  are  no  known  toxic  elements  anticipated,  nothing  will  be 
incorporated  into  soil  and  demonstration  plots  with  spent  shale  do  not 
indicate  toxicity  problems  on  C-b  shale  or  at  other  research  sites. 

In  summary,  we  believe  the  BLM  has  done  a  good  job  trying  to  balance  various 
needs  and  resource  management.  We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment. 
In  addition  to  comments  contained  in  this  letter,  we  also  agree  with  comments 
you  are  to  receive  from  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association. 
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Sincerely, 


0  l*^rr*-*&4n 


R.  E.  Thomason 

V-P  Regulatory  Services 

RET/EBB/cjh 


1439  No  Name  Lane 
Glenvood  Springs, 
CO   81601 

June  22,  1934 
RMP  Team  Leader 

White  River  Resource  Area,  BLM 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO   81641 

Dear  Team  Leader : 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  draft  20-year  plan/KTS  for  the  Piceance 
Basin  covers  a  number  of  concerns  that  many  of  us  share  -  fisherman, 
hunter,  and  recreationist  alike.   Specifically,  access  to  the  White  River 
should  be  pursued  vigorously  and  the  non-motorized  hunting  area  expanded. 
Frankly,  an  extensive  network  of  roads  is  a  nemesis  for  the  concientious 
hunter.   I  ask  that  you  change  the  voluntary  program  to  a  5-10  year        J  7 
required  development  plan. 


I  also  ask  that  research  areas  be  established  for  rare  and  threatened 
plant  species.   I  have  spent  time  in  the  Piceance  Basin  -  in  the  p-j , 
sage/shrub,  and  riparian  communities.   1  strongly  support  the  wildlife 
alternative  in  the  draft  plan.   We  depend  on  your  agency  to  maintain 
these  resources. 


Sincerely 
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Dale  F 


c:  File 
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JKS^  United  States 
Department  cf 
Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


Diamond  Hill,  Bldg.  A,  3rd  Floor 
2490  West  26th  Avenue 
Denver,  Colorado    80211 


June  26,  1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado   81641 


Re:   Review  Comments  -  Draf t/Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


June   4,     1984 


David   L.    Zambrano 
East    1324    17th   Ave. 
Spokane . Washington    99203 


Piceance   Basin   RHP   Team  Leader 
Bureau   of   Land   Management 
White   River   Resource   Area 
P.O.    Box    928 
Meeker,    Colorado   81641 


Subject:    Draft    Piceance   Basin  Resource   Management    Plan 
and    Environmental    Impact   Statement. 


Dear   RMP   Team   Leader, 


My  staff  has   reviewed   the  above  document  and  we  offer  the   following   comments: 

1.  Page   38   -  Agricultural   Lands   -   Should    indicate   that   approximately   300  ~| 
acres   of   land   located  T2S,    R98W  N^   Section   35   should   be   classified   Prime   Farm-        27 
land   if   Irrigated.  -J 

2.  The  Preferred  Alternative  for  Leasable  Minerals-Oil  Shale  is   recom- 
mended if   leasing  is  restricted  until  tracts  Ca  and  Cb  demonstrate  that 
commercial  production  is  feasible.      This   is  proposed  to  restrict   further  surface 
disturbance  until   reliable  reclamation  methods   are   fully  demonstrated   and 
compliance  procedures  are  established. 

Thank  you   for   the   opportunity   to  review  and   comment   on   the   subject   draft. 


This    letter    outlines   my  major    concerns    reguarding    the 
Resource   Management    Plan    for    the    Piceance   Basin   Area. 


In  many   cases    the   Current   Management 
Action",    is   basicly   the   same   as   the 
tive   Plan.       This    is    true    in    the   coal 
question.       The    environmental    impacts 
the   Preferred   Alternative    and    the  No 
the   same  because    the  plans    are   simil 
ment    is   my   concern    and    I   have    two   qu 
to  you.       First,    what   will    be   the  maj 
rained    in    the   project    area?      Second, 
the   coal    mined    in    this    region   might 
source    of    fuel    for    coal    fired    electr 


Alternative    "No 
Preferred   Alterna- 
development 
associated   with 
Action   plan    are 
er.       Coal    develop- 
estions    to    address 
or   uses    of    the    coal 
is    it    likely    that 
be   viewed    as    a 
ical    power    plants. 
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Acting 


Sheldon  G.  Boone      / 
State  Conservationist  v' 


cc:   Peter  Myers,  Chief 
SCS/Washington,  DC 


The  social  and  economic  analysis  contains  alot  of  in- 
formation and  projections,  I  have  three  questions  re- 
guarding  this  section  of  the  RMP. 

1.  The  data  projections  are  carried  out  to  a 
point  past  2000  AD  for  the  project  data 
and  only  to  2000AD  for  the  demographic 
and  economic  impacts.   What  are  some  of 
the  variables  which  might  be  associated 
with  projections  beyond  2000AD  for 
demographic  and  economic  impacts? 

2. Development  of  this  area  may  be  perceived 
as  a  single  project  plan.  What  is  being 
developed  in  the  other  regions  of  Colorado 


29 


30 


^  £ 


The  Soil  Conservation  Si 
,j     j.     is  an  agency  o*  the 
\j^y     Department  of  Agricuttur 


19 


and  its  neighboring  states  in  terms  of 
energy  development? 

3.   Will  developments  in  other  areas  impact 

Western  Colorado  socially  and  economically? 

Social  growth  impacts  indicate  that  data  in  this  area 
is  still  not  complete.   Further  information  is  needed 
in  this  section  for  planning.   It  is  my  opinion  that 
the  RMP  should  address  the  issue  of  social  impact  to 
a  point  that  the   information  will  be  useful  to 
federal,  state,  and  local  planning  bodies.   Due  to 
the  scale  of  the  impacts  and  the  nature  of  the  plan 
it  is  clear  that  such  action  should  be  taken. 
Human  Resoure  Management  is  a  important  issue  and 
it  demands  attention. 

As  a  former  resident  of  Mesa  County,  1  am  pleased 
to  know  that  a  management  plan  is  being  developed. 
With  responsible  land  management  and  reliable  in- 
formation all  will  benifit  from  our  public  and 
private  lands. 
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Ver 


y/\tru^y   your 
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David  L.  Zambranfo 
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TENTION   OF 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   ARMY 

SACRAMENTO   DISTRICT,   CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

650    CAPITOL   MALL 

SACRAMENTO,    CALIFORNIA        95814 

July    2,    1984 
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Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

The  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  has  been  reviewed  as  it  relates  to  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects,  investigations,  and  regulatory  responsibilities. 

The  proposed  action  does  not  conflict  with  Corps  of  Engineers  responsi- 
bilities for  flood  control,  navigation,  or  other  water  resource  developments 
in  the  area.   The  draft  report  gives  recognition  to  the  flood  plains  and 
their  management  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  11988.   In  accordance 
with  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Sacramento  District  regulates 
the  discharge  of  dredged  and  fill  material  in  waterways  and  adjacent 
wetlands  within  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area.   Before  commencing  work 
involving  such  discharges,  please  contact  our  Grand  Junction,  Colorado, 
Regulatory  Office  at  commercial  telephone  number  (303)  243-1199  or  FTS 
322-0333  regarding  Department  of  the  Army  Permit  requirements. 

We  have  no  comments  on  the  environmental  aspects  but  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS.   Please  furnish  us  with  a  copy 
of  the  Final  RMP/EIS  when  it  is  completed. 

Sincerely, 


/•George  C.   Weddfell 
7     Chief,    Engineering  Division 
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Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 


Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 


Laura  S.  Brophy 
603  Clifford  Street 
St.  Paul,  MN  55104 


July  10,  1984 


I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  BLM's  requ 
source  Management  Plan  for  the  Piceance  Ba 
with  the  Agronomy  Department,  University 
as  a  researcher  for  Colorado  State  Univers 
studying  native  vegetation  ecotypes  for  us 
mined  lands  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  Prior 
clamation,  a  group  at  the  University  of  No 
for  revegetation  of  North  Dakota  coal  stri 
and  wrote  management  plans  for  native  prai 
Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 
ging  native  plant  communities  gives  me  the 
to  the  BLM's  request  for  public  comment. 


est  for  public  comment  on  their  Draft  Re- 
sin of  western  Colorado.   I  am  currently 
f  Minnesota.   During  1980,  I  worked 
ity  on  Dr.  Richard  Ward's  project, 
e  in  revegetation  of  oil  shale 
to  19B0,  I  worked  with  Project  Re- 
rth  Dakota,  investigating  methods 
pmines.   During  1931-82  I  researched 
rie  areas  in  Minnesota  with  the 

My  experience  in  studying  and  mana- 
expertise  to  adequately  respond 


First,  I  recommend  that  the  BLM  designate  all  twenty  (20)  sites  proposed  as  Spe-" 
cial  Management  Areas  (SMA's)  by  the  Nature  Conservancy's  study  team  in  1982. 
The  160  acre  Soldier  Creek  site  designated  as  the  sole  SMA  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  of  the  Draft  RMP  is  entirely  inadequate  to  protect  the  genetic 
resources  unique  to  the  Piceance  Basin.   The  Avoidance  Stipulations  proposed 
for  the  remaining  sites  are  not  satisfactory;  protective  measures  must  include 
Special  Management  Area  designation  (RNA,  ACEC,  or  0NA  status  as  recommended 
by  TNC)  for  all  20  sites.   Avoidance  stipulations  are  of  very  dubious  protective 
value  because  they  apply  only  optionally  ("when  possible",  not  "when  needed"); 
are  not  applicable  to  oil  shale  mining,  grazing,  or  road  or  other  development; 
and  lack  legal  precedent. 

Each  of  the  20  sites  recommended  for  SMA  designation  by  TNC  is  both  important 
and  relevant  to  the  maintenance  of  genetic  and  ecological  resources  in  the 
Piceance  Basin.    If  any  site  is  to  be  left  out,  I  recommend  that  the  order  of 
priority  in  TNC's  botanical  inventory  be  followed,  retaining  higher  priority 
sites  as  SMA's.   However,  I  believe  all  20  sites  are  essential  to  the  longterm 
welfare  of  the  area  and  its  people. 

Oil  shale  is  a  very  valuable  economic  resource.   However,  the  goal  of  any 
sensible  economic  development  plan  must  be  to  maintain  the  longterm  welfare 
of  the  region  to  ensure  its  continued  usefulness  to  future  generations.   The 
responsibility  held  by  BLM  mandates  concern  not  only   for  the  oil  shale  resource, 
but  also  for  the  vegetation,  which  supports  grazing  and  other  activities  like 
hunting  and  logging.   Grazing  has  provided  a  living  for  past  generations  and 
will,  with  proper  protection,  continue  to  do  so  for  many  future  generations. 
This  is  not  a  future  that  we  should  jeopardize  through  poor  planning. 
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In  my  field  of  Agronomy,  the  work  of  thousands  of 
continued  productivity  of  American  agriculture  re! 
bility  of  a  diverse  genetic  stock  of  crop  plants. 
is  needed  for  plant  breeding  for  environmental  ad 
high  yield,  disease  resistance,  and  so  on.  The  d 
agronomists  are  storing,  growing,  and  increasing 
varieties  within  each  of  hundreds  of  crop  species 
tivity  of  the  Piceance  Basin  rests  on  the  genetic 
available  for  its  vegetation.   TNC  is  attempting 


scientists  is  proving  that 
lies  entirely  on  the  availa- 
Adequate  genetic  diversity 
apt at ion,  insect  resistance, 
iversity  needed  means  that 
seed  of  literally  thousands  of 
Similarly,  continued  produc- 
diversity  of  plant  species 
to  maintain  just  that  diversity. 


1  know  from  experience  that  revegetation  of  mined  land  is  difficult.  It  is 
especially  hard  to  re-establish  the  diversity  of  the  original  plant  community  . 
It  is  this  diversity  that  has  allowed  persistence  of  vegetation  in  the  harsh 
western  Colorado  environment  throughout  eons  of  unpredictable,  sometimes  catas- 
trophic weather  and  climatic  changes.   In  addition,  the  native  plants  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  have  evolved  specifically  for  the  soil  types  there,  soils  derived 
from  the  oil  shale  which  will  be  mined.   As  you  can  see,  the  plants  that  currently 
grow  in  the  Basin  are  uniquely  specialized,  genetically  and  ecologically,  to 
survive  and  thrive  in  this  environment.   Although  oil  shale  mining  will  disturb 
the  soil  and  create  spoil  piles  requiring  revegetation,  the  genetic  resources 
are  currently  available  to  accomplish  revegetation.   These  resources  are  avail- 
able ONLY  in  the  native  plants  of  the  region.   Every  species  found  in  the  area 
is  potentially  vital  to  the  success  of  revegetation  efforts.   No  scientist 
can  predict  which  plant  species  will  eventually  provide  the  key  attributes  needed. 
With  the  new  technology  of  genetic  engineering,  allowing  even  rare  plant  species 
to  become  extinct  is  literally  destroying  a  potential  gold  mine,  as  genes 
from  these  plants  could  be  urgently  needed  to  add  a  necessary  trait  to  another 
plant. 

The  unique  rocks  and  soils  of  the  Piceance  Basin  provide  an  economic  resource. 
Their  uniqueness  also  requires  resource  development  accompanied  by  careful, 
conservative  planning  to  protect  what  is  there.   The  plant  and  animal  communi- 
ties found  in  the  Basin  are  not  found  anywhere  else  in  the  world.   They  are 
needed  as  control  areas  to  assess  the  impact  of  oil  shale  mining;  as  sources  of 
genetic  material  for  revegetation;  and  as  sources  for  medical  and  economic  resources 
that  are  as  yet  unknown  and  unexploited.   The  Special  Management  Areas  pro- 
posed by  the  TNC  inventory  team  were  carefully  selected  by  people  well-qualified 
for  the  job.   The  20  SMA's  represent  only  42  of  the  Basin  area.   They  would  not 
interfere  with  the  planned  development  except  for  the  small  areas  the  sites 
themselves  occupy.   As  a  minimal  level  of  protection,  even  the  Wildlife  Alterna- 
tive of  the  Draft  RMP  would  be  much  better  than  the  existing  Preferred  Alterna- 
tive.  I  hope  I  have  adequately  explained  why  the  "Wildlife  Alternative"  is 
not  only  vital  to  wildlife,  but  vital  to  people  and  their  long-term  well-being 
as  well. 

I  urge  that  the  BLM  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  TNC  inventory  team  in 
designating  all  twenty  SMA's  proposed  by  the  team.   Failing  that,  the  Wildlife 
Alternative  would  provide  a  bare  minimum  of  protection.   Your  wisdom  in  conser- 
ving Colorado's  resources  will  be  well-appreciated  by  future  generations.   I 
also  request  that  a  copy  of  my  letter  be  published  in  the  final  RMP,  and  that 
my  comments  and  suggestions  in  this  letter  be  addressed  in  the  final  RMP. 
Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Jim  and  Dorothy  Borland 
320  Mdams  St. 
Denver,  CO  80206 

July  16,  1984 


Mr .  John  Singlaub 

KMP  Team  Le ade r 

dureau  of  Land  Management 

White  hiver  Resource  ^rea 

P.O.  ciox  923 

Meeker,  CO  31641 


Mr.  Singlaub, 


It  has  recently  come  to  our  attention  that  your  office 
is  in  receipt  of  an  exhaustive  survey  of  the  vegetation  of 
the  Piceance  basin  and  that  your  office  intends  to  accept 
only  a  few  of  the  recommendations  of  those  completing  the 
survey . 

From  our  own  stuaies  of  this  survey  and  conversations 
with  those  making  this  survey,  we  find  the  apparently  final 
decision  regarding  the  protection  of  the  existing  vegetation 
to  oe  totally  untenable. 

We  wish  to  go  on  record  supporting  at  1  east  the  20  sites 

recommended  for  Special  Management  Con side  ration  by  this  survey. 

These  sites  must  have  full  protection  whenever  needed 
from  all  potentially  damaging  interests  —  forever. 

It  should  be  unnecessary  at  this  point  to  delineate 
reasons  for  saving  these  valuable  resources.   Woweve  r ,  of 
vital  concern  to  us  are    the  following : 

1.  the  preservation  of  a  valuable  genetic  resource, 

2.  the  prevention  of  the  extinction  of  several  plants, 

3.  the  preservation  of  a  representative  sample  in 
order  that  revegetation  efforts  can  be  evaluated. 

Any  alteration  in  the  numbe  r  of  sites  recommended  for 
special  management  by  the  Nature  Conservancy's  experts  must 
be  fully  justified.   Preservation  of  only  a  tiny  percentage  of 
the  Piceance  Basin  is  a  very  small  price  to  pay  for  our  future. 

We  request  that  these  comments  be  included  and  addres/&exd 
in  the  final  Resource  Management  Plan/ 


5,8, 
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Laura  S.  Brophy 


CC:  CO  Native  Plant  Society 
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Rio  Blanco  Natural  Gas  Co. 

2000  WESTERN  FEDERAL  SAVINGS  BUILDING 

71 6  1  7TH  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  80202 

(303)  292-1350 

July   17,    1984 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interio'f  °c//^ 

OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  MINING        "8*  Jto  '  ''/ 

Reclamation  and  Enforcement      &J:~  '9     , 

4!l 


BROOKS  TOWERS 

1020  15TH  STREET 

DENVER,  COLORADO    80202 
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Mr.  John  0.  Singlaub 

Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  928 

Meeker,    CO      81641 


MEMORANDUM 


Re:      April    1984   Draft   of   Management   Plan 


TO: 


FROM: 


Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  Team  Leader, 
White  River  Respurce  Area,  Colorado,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management 


Chief,  Mining  Analysis  Division,  Western  Technical 
ffice  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement 


Dear    Sir: 

In  my  opinion  your  team  (as  constituted)  has  done  an  admirable 
job  of  compilation,  discussion  of  alternatives  and  recommendation 
of  preferred  general  management  policies.  The  multiple  use  as- 
pects of  the  area  have  been  thoroughly  documented  and  referenced. 
You  didn't  achieve  perfection,  but  you  got  things  started  in  the 
right  direction. 

The  establishment  of  orders  of  importance  is  really  the  practical 
goal  of  any  management  plan.  The  last  few  years  have  been  in- 
creasingly difficult  ones  for  those  in  industry  attempting  to 
work  with  the  government  in  this  area.  You  have  taken  important 
initial  philosophic  steps  toward  a  priority  system.  For  instance 
I  do  not  recall  any  previous  government  document  suggesting  that 
in  the  public  interest,  leasing  of  the  richest  of  the  oil  shales 
should  await  a  proven  technology. 

My  only  regret  is  that  your  team  did  not  include  experienced 
geological  and  engineering  specialists  who  would  make  possible 
additional  practical  value  assessments.  In  this  regard  it  would 
be  interesting  to  know  the  cumulative  income  the  government  has 
derived  from  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  gas  production  in  the  area.  _ 

If  your  report  is  properly  followed  up  by  action  at  the  working 
level  I  may  live  long  enough  to  see  the  fact  recognized  that  a 
drilling  well  location  in  this  arid  climate  (because  it  is  hori- 
zontal and  thus  tends  to  retain  moisture)  is  actually  a 
continuing  benefit  to  the  environment. 

Sincerely, 

RIO   BLANCO   NATURAL    GAS    CO. 

Robert   E.    Chancellor 
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SUB3ECT:  Piceance  Basin  RMP/Environnnental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS  for  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  and  are  submitting 
two  comments  for  your  consideration: 

1.  In  the  chapter  II  discussion  of  coal  resources  within  the  planning  area,  you 

state  that  "no  reserves  have  been  identified  as  being  recoverable 
through  surface  mining  methods"  (page  35,  para.  4).  However,  through- 
out the  remainder  of  the  document  you  indicate  that  24,635  out  of  the 
total  30,740  acres  covering  the  coal  reserve  are  "acceptable  for  future 
surface  coal  development."  (See  page  81,  table  III— 1;  page  93,  para.  5; 
page  147,  para.  3;  page  157,  para.  3;  etc.)  Do  you  mean  to  say  that 
you  are  planning  for  surface  coal  development  in  an  area  that  cannot  be 
mined  by  surface  mining  methods?  If  not,  perhaps  you  could  correlate 
your  discussions  to  eliminate  potential  confusion  here. 

2.  Discussions  of  the  "management  priority  areas"  (volume  2,  pages  3  through 

18)  state  that  surface  coal  development  would  be  allowed  only  in 
"underground  coal"  (page  14),  "surface  coal"  (page  14),  and  "oil  and  gas" 
(page  16)  priority  areas,  as  well  as  in  "livestock"  (page  8)  and  "cultural" 
(page  10)  priority  areas  if  "specific  concerns"  from  development  are 
mitigated  in  these.  Maps  2  and  6  (volume  2)  delineate  these  and  other 
management  priority  areas  overlying  the  30,740  acres  of  total  coal 
reserves.  Under  your  current  and  preferred  alternatives  (volume  1),  you 
state  that  surface  coal  mining  would  be  allowed  on  24,635  of  these 
acres.  However,  according  to  maps  2  and  6,  if  all  but  the  five  priority 
areas  allowable  for  surface  coal  development  are  excluded  from 
development,  only  20,000  and  3,000  acres  (approximate)  could  be 
developed  under  the  current  and  preferred  alternatives,  respectively. 
Please  clarify  this  confusion. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  review  of  the  document  and 
look  forward  to  seeing  the  final  EIS.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  these 
comments  or  any  other  matter  relating  to  this  EIS,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
Floyd  McMullen  at  (303)  844-5421. 
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cc:   John  Donnell 
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RMP  Team  Leader 


Shell  Minerals  Corporation 


P.O.  Box  2906 
Houston,  TX  77252 


Jack  L.  UahaHey 

President 


July  13,   1984 


s 


RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Team  Leader: 

SUBJECT:  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  RMP/EIS  FOR  PICEANCE  BASIN,  COLORADO 

Shell  Minerals  Corporation  believes  that  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  the 
Piceance  Basin  has  several  positive  aspects.  We  are  particularly  im- 
pressed with  the  following  features  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS: 

9   The  excellent  graphics  and  maps. 

•   The  thorough  discussion  of  all  land  management  alternatives. 

We  are,  however,  concerned  with  some  of  the  language  and  concepts  con- 
tained within  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Attachments  A  and  B  present  our  specif- 
ic concerns,  referenced  to  applicable  page  numbers  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Our  three  most  serious  concerns  with  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  as  follows: 

»   BLM's  use  of  the  "critical  carrying  capacity"  concept  as  the 
cornerstone  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

»    BLM's  proposed  language  regarding  land  exchanges  that  could  be 
interpreted  as  a  policy  against  any  exchanges  in  the  multi- 
mineral  zone. 


CRITICAL  CARRYING  CAPACITY 


Shell  recognizes  that  the  "critical  carrying  capacity"  concept  has 
theoretical  appeal  to  BLM  and  other  land  management  agencies.  However, 
insufficient  information  is  available  at  the  pre-leasing  stage  to  prepare 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  whether  a  particular  tract  of  a  federal 
oil  shale  could  be  developed  in  compliance  with  the  critical  carrying 
capacity  limits  proposed  by  BLM.  At  the  pre-leasing  stage,  numerous 
hypothetical  assumptions  and  guesstimates  would  have  to  be  made  in  order 
to  assess  compliance  with  the  BLM's  proposed  critical  carrying  capacity 
limits.  We  strongly  believe  that  the  national  interest  would  not.be 
served  if  a  multitude  of  mere  guesstimates  were  made  the  primary  basis 
for  determining  whether  public  lands  are  made  available  for  oil  shale 
development.  Therefore,  we  suggest  that  the  oil  shale  leasing  process 
described  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  be  modified  as  follows: 

•    Emphasize  identification  of  the  most  appropriate  tracts  for 

leasing  using  the  relative  comparisons  of  the  individual  tracts 
nominated  by  industry. 

»    Deemphasize  estimates  of  whether  individual  tracts  nominated  by 
industry  could  be  developed  in  compliance  with  absolute  criti- 
cal carrying  capacity  limits. 

Our  specific  concerns  with  the  proposed  critical  carrying  capacity  limits 
are  detailed  in  Attachment  A. 
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LAND  EXCHANGES  IN  MULTIMINERAL  ZONE 


BLM's  treatment  of  land  within  Shell's  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  property 
as  a  full  public  estate  rather  than  reflecting  public  ownership 
of  only  portions  of  the  mineral  estate. 


We  also  are  quite  concerned  with  certain  language  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
that  could  be  interpreted  as  proposing  a  policy  against  exchanges  involv- 
ing lands  in  the  Multimineral  Oil  Shale  Priority  Area.  Our  specific 
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RMP  Team  Leader 


RMP  Team  Leader 


concern  is  described  on  pages  11  and  12  of  Attachment  B  to  this  letter. 
We  hope  that  BLM  will  clarify  its  policy  so  that  exchanges  in  the  multi- 
mineral  zone  are  clearly  permissible. 


legally  administered  by  the  BLM  be  shown  on  Haps  2  through  6  of  Volume  2 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


.{is 


Our  concern  with  the  Draft  RHP/EIS's  language  regarding  exchanges  in  the 
multimineral  zone  stems  from  our  continued  keen  interest  in  consummating 
a  land  exchange  with  the  BLM  that  would  unify  our  fee  estate  on  the 
640-acre  Bar  D  Ranch  located  on  the  western  boundary  of  Tract  C-ll. 
Consummation  of  such  an  exchange  would  provide  Shell  Minerals  with 
sufficient  property  to  develop  and  prove  technology  applicable  to  the 
multimineral  deposits  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

Technology  development  work  by  Shell  Minerals  on  the  Bar  D  Ranch  could 
help  to  meet  the  distinct  need  (as  described  on  page  153  of  Draft  RMP/EIS) 
for  demonstration  of  extractive  processes  applicable  to  the  multimineral 
zone.  As  such,  we  suggest  that  BLM  allow  exchanges  in  the  multimineral 
zone  if  such  exchanges  meet  the  applicable  exchange  criteria  described  on 
pages  155  and  156  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


TREATMENT  OF  BAR  D  RANCH  FEE  PROPERTY 


CONCLUSION 

We  found  several  positive  aspects  to  the  BLM's  Draft  RMP/EIS.  However, 
we  do  have  several  concerns  with  the  document.  Our  concerns  are  present- 
ed in  detail  in  Attachments  A  and  B.  Shell  believes  that  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  would  be  made  into  a  sounder  and  more  workable  planning  document 
if  the  concerns  described  in  the  attachments  to  this  letter  were  thor- 
oughly addressed  by  the  BLM. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  concerns  presented  in  this  letter 
or  its  attachments,  please  call  Mr.  Kenny  Schmidt  at  (713)  870-2840. 

Sincerely, 


(JjZffi* 


'^ 


Another  of  our  major  concerns  regards  the  BLM's  treatment  of  our  Bar  D 
Ranch  fee  property  within  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  A  reader  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  could  easily  assume  that  the  BLM  controls  the  entire  mineral  and 
surface  estate  on  the  640-acre  Bar  D  Ranch  property.  However,  in  reali- 
ty, BLM  rights  on  the  Bar  D  Ranch  property  consist  of  only  a  limited 
mineral  estate  (oil  shale  and  oil/gas);  Shell  controls  the  remainder  of 
mineral  estate  and  the  entire  surface  estate. 


KJS:CC 
Attachments 


Jack  L.  Mahaffey 


Our  specific  concerns  with  the  BLM's  treatment  of  Shell's  Bar  D  Ranch  fee 
property  are  described  in  Attachment  B.  As  stated  in  Attachment  B,  we 
suggest  that  only  those  uses  of  the  Bar  D  Ranch  property  that  can  be 
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ATTACHMENT  A 

CONCERNS  WITH  CRITICAL  CARRYING  CAPACITY  LIMITS 

DRAFT  RMP/EIS  FOR  PICEANCE  BASIN,  COLORADO 


A.   Concerns  with  Critical  Carrying  Capacity  for  Air  Quality  Impacts 
(Reference  pages  156,  170,  and  171  of  Draft  RMP/EIS.) 

The  BLM  is  proposing  to  use  a  pre-leasing  air  quality 
impact  analysis  as  a  key  factor  in  determining  whether  or  not  a 
tract  of  federal  oil  shale  land  is  suitable  for  offering  in  a 
lease  sale.  Apparently,  a  tract  would  not  be  offered  for  sale 
if  modeling  results  indicate  that  the  assumed  emissions  from 
such  a  tract  have  the  potential  for: 

a)  Causing  an  exceedence  of  an  applicable  PSD  increment. 

b)  Contributing  to  an  actual,  or  predicted,  PSD  increment 
violation  by  an  existing  project  or  an  assumed  project  on 
currently  undeveloped  fee  property  or  a  federal  lease 
tract. 


c) 


Causing  adverse  impacts  to  Air  Quality  Related  Values 
(AQRVs)  in  Class  I  PSD  areas. 
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Implementation  of  the  proposal  presented  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  would  be  tantamount  to  BLM  allocating  PSD  increments  in 
the  Piceance  Basin.  We  believe  such  BLM  involvement  in  the  PSD 
increment  allocation  process  would  be  entirely  inappropriate. 
Pursuant  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  and  the  State  of  Colorado  are  the 
appropriate  entities  to  make  decisions  regarding  PSD  increment 
allocation. 

We  suggest  that  BLM  rethink  its  role  in  determining 
the  critical  carrying  capacity  for  air  quality  impacts  in  the 
Piceance  Basin.  BLM  certainly  is  required  by  NEPA  to  analyze 
the  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  any  proposed  leasing 
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activity.  However,  we  do  not  believe  BLM's  leasing  decisions 
should  be  significantly  influenced  by  the  mere  potential  for 
PSD  increment  violations  or  impacts  to  AQRVs.   Prior  to  the 
submission  of  a  DDP  by  the  Lessee,  the  BLM  can  only  make 
"worst-case"  estimates  of  emission  rates  and  emission  points 
that  would  be  associated  with  mineral  operations  on  a  proposed 
lease  tract.   Such  "worst-case  estimates"  should  not  be  elevat- 
ed to  the  role  of  a  "major  factor"  in  BLM's  decision-making 
process. 

BLM  has  recognized  in  earlier  planning  documents 
that,  when  used  in  complex  terrain,  "screening  models"  can  be 
expected  to  yield  results  that  deviate  an  order  of  magnitude 
(factor  of  10)  from  the  real  results  that  would  occur  in  the 
atmosphere  due  to  the  analyzed  activity.   Furthermore,  since 
"screening  models"  usually  employ  very  pessimistic  assumptions 
regarding  pollutant  dispersion,  a  BLM  "pre-leasing"  air  quality 
analysis  could  significantly  overestimate  the  actual  air 
quality  impacts  of  a  proposed  action. 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  suggest  that  BLM  modify  the 
appropriate  portions  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  state  clearly 
that: 

"Potential  PSD  increment  violations  indicated  by  pre-leasing 
air  quality  modeling  results  would  not  be  a  primary  factor  in 
making  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  lease.  The  protection 
of  PSD  increments  is  the  statutory  responsibility  of  EPA  and 
the  appropriately  designated  state  agency.  Therefore,  the 
decision  on  whether  or  not  a  project  should  receive  a  PSD 
permit  must  be  made  by  the  EPA  or  its  designate.  A  legally 
supportable  permitting  decision  can  only  be  made  by  the  EPA  (or 
its  designate)  after  reviewing  a  PSD  permit  application  con- 
taining project  details  and  site-specific  data  that  are  usually 
not  available  until  well  after  the  lease  sale  date." 

Concerns  with  Critical  Carrying  Capacity  for  Socioeconomic 
Impacts  (Reference  pages  156,  214,  and  215  of  Draft  RMP/EIS.) 

Absolute  carrying  capacity  limits  for  socioeconomic 
impacts  necessarily  imply  the  absence  of  the  planning  and 
implementation  of  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  The  Draft 
RMP/EIS  proposes  to  stage  leasing  activities  to  ensure  that  the 
annual  community  growth  rate  does  not  exceed  10  to  15  percent. 
The  Draft  RMP/EIS  leads  the  reader  to  believe  that  an  annual 
population  growth  rate  in  excess  of  15%  could  not  occur  without 
significant  adverse  socioeconomic  impacts. 

In  reality,  the  ability  of  a  community  to  absorb 
growth  is  clearly  a  relative  condition  that  will  vary  greatly 
among  communities  depending  on  the  amount  of  infrastructure 
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currently  in  place,  the  amount  and  type  of  impact  mitigation 
provided,  and  community  preference  for  economic  development. 
At  the  pre-leasing  stage,  insufficient  project-specific  infor- 
mation is  available  to  accurately  predict  the  socioeconomic 
impacts  of  development  of  a  proposed  federal  lease  tract.  Most 
importantly,  at  the  pre-leasing  stage,  the  BLM  has  little  way 
of  predicting  the  methods  that  would  be  utilized  to  mitigate 
socioeconomic  impacts  that  could  occur  as  a  result  of  lease 
tract  development. 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  suggest  that  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  refrain  from  establishing  absolute  thresholds  for 
socioeconomic  impacts.  To  fulfill  its  NEPA  responsibilities, 
BLM  obviously  has  to  estimate  the  potential  socioeconomic 
consequences  of  any  proposed  leasing  action.  However,  such 
pre-leasing  estimates  should  not  become  a  primary  decision- 
making criteria  for  determining  whether  or  not  to  lease  a 
federal  oil  shale  tract.  Rather,  pre-leasing  estimates  of 
socioeconomic  impacts  should  be  used  as  a  planning  tool  to 
indicate  potential  problem  areas. 

Using  a  pre-leasing  estimate  of  potential  socioeco- 
nomic impacts,  the  BLM  could  develop  a  list  of  the  potential 
socioeconomic  problem  areas  that,  at  a  minimum,  must  be  ad- 
dressed prior  to  approval  of  the  Lessee's  DDP.  The  BLM  and 
appropriate  local  and  state  officials  should  work  together  to 
develop  this  list  of  potential  socioeconomic  problem  areas. 
However,  this  suggested  list  of  potential  problem  areas  should 
not  be  used  to  mandate: 


Specific  methods  of  collecting  baseline  data. 
Specific  methods  of  impact  analysis. 
Specific  impact  mitigation  measures. 


Rather,  such  a  list  should  serve  to  enumerate  the  significant 
issues  that  must  be  addressed  in  the  socioeconomic  impact 
mitigation  plan  to  be  included  in  the  Lessee's  DDP. 

The  Lessee's  preparation  of  a  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation 
plan  could  be  guided  by  the  ordinances  and  regulations  that 
have  been  adopted  by  Rio  Blanco  and  Garfield  Counties  to 
control  socioeconomic  impacts.  However,  BLM  should  not  require 
absolute  compliance  with  all  local  requirements  for  socioeco- 
nomic impact  mitigation.  BLM  should  also  be  prepared  to  serve 
as  an  arbitrator  in  those  situations  where  the  Lessee  and  the 
affected  local  government  body  are  not  able  to  reach  an  agree- 
ment on  appropriate  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  measures. 
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BLM  should  never  delegate  to  a  local  government  body  the 
ultimate  responsibility  for  making  land  management  decisions 
(especially  impact  mitigation  decisions)  that  affect  a  federal 
oil  shale  lease.  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  should  clearly  state  that 
the  BLM  has  both  the  obligation  and  authority  to  resolve  those 
situations  where  federal  land  use  goals  cannot  be  met  as  a 
result,  of  conflicting  state  or  local  land  use  goals. 

C.   Concerns  with  Critical  Carrying  Capacity  for  Wildlife  Habitat 
Impacts  (Reference  Pages  155  and  192  of  Draft  RMP/EIS.) 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  to  define  the  critical 
carrying  capacity  for  wildlife  habitat  impacts  as  the  available 
habitat  necessary  to  overwinter  24,900  mule  deer  on  the  public 
lands  of  the  Piceance  Basin.  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  states  that 
livestock  grazing  would  not  be  reduced  by  the  BLM  to  ensure 
that  their  goal  of  overwintering  24,900  mule  deer  on  public 
lands  is  met.   Specifically,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  states  that 
livestock  grazing  would  not  be  reduced  by  BLM  to  decrease  the 
competition  for  forage  between  livestock  and  mule  deer. 

We  are  concerned  with  the  BLM's  proposal  to  never 
reduce  livestock  grazing  in  order  to  provide  additional  forage 
for  the  overwintering  mule  deer  herd.  The  effect  of  such  a 
proposal  would  be  to  create  another  critical  carrying 
capacity — specifically,  no  reduction  in  livestock  grazing  on 
the  public  lands  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

We  believe  the  above-described  proposal  is  not 
consistent  with  the  BLM's  statutory  responsibility  to  manage 
the  federal  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  for  the  maximum 
benefit  of  the  American  public.  Obviously,  managing  the 
federal  lands  of  the  Piceance  Basin  for  the  maximum  benefits  of 
the  public  necessitates  that  several  beneficial  land  uses  be 
balanced  and  prioritized  against  each  other.  After  such  a 
balancing  process,  an  appropriate  mixture  of  all  beneficial 
land  uses  can  be  developed. 
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The  effect  of  BLM's  proposal  is  that  minerals  develop- 
ment land  uses  would  not  be  permitted  unless  the  current  levels 
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of  livestock  and  wildlife  uses  were  maintained.  BLM's  proposal 
appears  to  be  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  Piceance  Basin 
is  far  more  valuable  to  the  American  public  for  its  capability 
to  support  livestock  and  wildlife  land  uses  than  for  its 
mineral  resources.  We  believe  BLM's  apparent  assumption  is 
seriously  flawed.  Our  belief  is  premised  on  the  following 
points: 

a)  The  Piceance  Basin  contains  the  richest  known  deposit  of 
oil  shale  in  the  world.  Because  of  the  continuing  decline 
of  domestic  crude  oil  reserves,  the  Piceance  Basin  is  a 
vital  national  asset.  Development  of  the  oil  shale 
deposits  of  the  Piceance  Basin  would  supplement  our 
domestic  supply  of  liquid  hydrocarbons  and  enhance  nation- 
al economic  security. 

b)  The  federal  government  would  receive  substantial  revenues 
from  the  development  of  oil  shale  and  its  associated 
minerals  found  on  the  public  lands  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 
These  federal  revenues  derived  from  minerals  development 
would  dwarf  those  derived  from  livestock  grazing  fees. 

We  suggest  that  the  BLH  develop  a  prioritized  balance 
between  the  three  primary  beneficial  land  uses  of  the  Piceance 
Basin  -  minerals  development,  wildlife  habitat,  and  livestock 
usage.  In  developing  the  balance,  we  suggest  that  livestock 
usage  be  given  a  significantly  lower  priority  than  wildlife 
(specifically  mule  deer)  habitat  or  minerals  development. 

When  domestic  energy  conditions  warrant  oil  shale 
development  in  the  Piceance  Basin,  we  suggest  that  BLM  imple- 
ment temporary  reductions  in  allowable  livestock  stocking  rates 
on  appropriate  public  lands.  The  suggested  temporary  reduc- 
tions in  livestock  numbers  would  allow  minerals  development 
activities  to  proceed  in  the  Piceance  Basin  while  still  allow- 
ing maintenance  of  the  current  winter  population  of  mule  deer. 
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ATTACHMENT  B 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 

FOR  PICEANCE  BASIN,  COLORADO 


1.  Pages  88  to  90 


2.  Page  127 


The  "Oil  Shale"  discussion  of  the  Current 
Management  Alternative  gives  the  reader  the 
impression  that  Tract  C-ll  is  the  only  depocen- 
ter  tract  available  for  oil  shale  leasing.  We 
believe  the  discussion  should  be  reworded  to 
clarify  that  the  Secretary  has  the  discretion  to 
offer  Tract  C-ll  and/or  Tract  C-18  under  the 
Current  Management  Alternative.  The  inclusion 
of  Tract  C-18  on  Figure  III-2  of  page  89  would 
further  clarify  that  two  depocenter  tracts,  not 
just  one,  are  available  for  leasing  under  the 
Current  Management  Alternative. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
first  column  reads  as  follows: 

"In  any  case,  no  additional  leasing 
would  be  considered  until  the  exist- 
ing prototype  tracts  (C-a,  C-b,  and 
either  C-ll  or  C-18)  are  proven 
successful  and  are  operating 
commercially. " 
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The  above  quote  indicates  that  the  Secretary 
does  not  currently  have  the  discretion  to  lease 
C-ll  and  C-18.  As  we  understand  the  situation, 
this  is  not  the  case.  Therefore,  we  suggest 
that  the  above-mentioned  sentence  from  page  127 
be  reworded  to  state:  "(...  either  C-ll  and/or 
C-18)." 
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3.  Page  127 


4.  Page  127 


The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  of 
the  first  column  reads  as  follows: 

"The  first  lease  offering  would  not 
be  considered  until  a  determination 
is  made  by  the  BLM  that  the  existing 
Federal  leases  are  operating  success- 
fully and  producing  commercially." 


The  above  quote  appears  to  state  a  position  that 
no  additional  leasing  would  be  considered  until 
the  two  existing  leases,  C-a  and  C-b,  are  both 
operating  successfully  and  producing  commercial- 
ly. Such  a  position  appears  inconsistent  with 
earlier  language  on  page  127  that  states  that  no 
additional  leasing  would  be  considered  until  the 
existing  Prototype  Tracts  (C-a,  C-b,  and  either 
C-ll  or  C-18)  are  proven  successful  and  operat- 
ing commercially.   (See  first  sentence  of  third 
paragraph  of  the  first  column  of  page  127.) 

We  suggest  that  the  language  on  page  127  be 
reworded  to  ensure  that  the  sale  of  Prototype 
Tracts  (C-ll  and/or  C-1B)  is  not  contingent  upon 
the  failure  or  success  of  development  efforts  on 
the  C-a  and  C-b  lease  areas.  Our  suggestion  is 
based  on  our  opinion  that  technology  must  be 
developed  to  allow  the  efficient  use  of  the 
multimineral  deposits  of  the  Piceance  Basin.  We 
strongly  believe  that  the  BLM  should  have  the 
flexibility  to  offer  leases  for  such  technology 
development,  regardless  of  failures  or  successes 
on  Prototype  Leases  C-a  and  C-b. 

The  last  paragraph  of  the  first  column  states 
that: 

"Exchanges  that  are  proposed  by 
industry  to  consolidate  private  lands 
for  oil  shale  development  shall  be 
considered  within  the  lease  limit." 


We  are  not  sure  exactly  what  the  term  "lease 
limit"  means  in  the  above  quote.  The  BLM  should 
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5.   Page  137 


6.   Page  137 
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7.   Page  145 


clarify  the  intended  meaning  of  the  term  "lease 
limit". 

Regardless  of  BLM's  intended  definition  of  the 
term,  we  believe  unnecessary  losses  in  flexibil- 
ity would  occur  if  the  number  of  lease  tracts 
offered  and  exchanges  consummated  in  any  five- 
year  period  were  restricted.  Obviously,  one 
small  land  exchange  should  not  necessarily 
preclude  all  leasing  activity,  and  vice  versa. 
We  suggest  that  BLM  provide  itself  with  the 
capability  in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  to 
process  exchanges  and  offer  lease  tracts  based 
on  the  size  and  potential  impact  of  the  develop- 
ment activities  that  are  likely  to  result  from 
such  mineral  leasing/exchanging  actions. 

We  find  no  reference  on  page  137  to  the  Secre- 
tary's current  and  continuing  ability  to  lease 
Prototype  Tracts  C-ll  and/or  C-18.  The  avail- 
ability of  Tracts  C-ll  and/or  C-18  for  leasing 
should  be  referenced  on  page  137  and  depicted  on 
Figure  111-16  of  page  138. 

The  last  sentence  of  the  second  complete  para- 
graph of  the  second  column  states  that: 

"Private  oil  shale  development  or 
exchanged  lands  would  be  counted 
against  the  lease  limit  of  no  more 
than  two  tracts  every  five  years." 

As  stated  earlier,  we  believe  unnecessary  losses 
in  flexibility  would  occur  if  the  number  of 
lease  tracts  offered  and  exchanges  consummated 
in  any  five-year  period  were  restricted. 
Obviously,  two  small  land  exchanges  should  not 
necessarily  preclude  all  leasing  activity,  and 
vice  versa.  We  suggest  that  BLM  provide  itself 
with  the  capability  in  the  Oil  &  Gas  Alternative 
to  process  exchanges  and  offer  lease  tracts 
based  on  the  size  and  potential  impact  of  the 
development  activities  that  are  likely  to  result 
from  such  mineral  leasing/exchanging  actions. 

We  again  find  no  reference  on  page  145  to  the 
Secretary's  current  and  continuing  ability  to 
lease  Prototype  Tracts  C-ll  and/or  C-18.  The 
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8.   Page  145 


9.   Page  153 
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10.   Page  151 


11.   Page  155 


availability  of  Tracts  C-ll  and/or  C-18  for 
leasing  should  be  referenced  on  page  145. 
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The  second  complete  paragraph  of  the  second 
column  should  be  expanded  to  include  the  possi- 
bility that,  in  certain  circumstances,  the  use 
of  true  or  modified  in  situ  retort  processes  may 
be  allowed  in  the  Open  Pit  Oil  Shale  Management 
Priority  Area.   Please  note  that  the  BLM's 
discussion  of  the  Underground  Oil  Shale  Manage- 
ment Priority  Area  already  provides  the  flexi- 
bility for  use  of  true  or  modified  in  situ 
processes  (see  third  complete  paragraph  of 
second  column  of  page  153). 

The  discussion  on  page  153  indicates  that 
Prototype  Tracts  C-ll  and/or  C-18  are  currently 
available  for  leasing  by  the  Secretary.  There- 
fore, these  two  tracts  should  be  depicted  on 
Figure  II 1-18. 

The  first  complete  paragraph  of  the  second 
column  describes  the  criteria  that  would  be  used 
to  determine  if  an  oil  shale  land  exchange  were 
in  the  public  interest.  One  of  the  criteria 
described  is  as  follows:  "...  loss  of  base 
lands  for  grazing  permits  as  lands  offered  in 
exchange  to  BLM  . . .". 

We  are  very  concerned  with  the  legal  implica- 
tions of  the  above-described  criteria.  Specifi- 
cally, fee  lands  owned  by  mineral  or  oil 
companies  would  be  offered  to  the  BLM  in  an  oil 
shale  land  exchange.  Therefore,  any  existing 
agricultural  use  of  the  offered  fee  lands  at  the 
time  of  exchange  proposal  would  most  likely  be 
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the  result  of  a  cancellable  grazing  or  surface 
lease  issued  by  the  mineral  or  oil  company 
owning  the  land.  Ranchers  holding  such  grazing 
leases  on  fee  lands  can  apparently  use  such 
grazing  leases  as  "base  lands"  under  BLM's 
grazing  allotment  program.  However,  the  land- 
owner's legal  right  to  exchange  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  his  property  should  not  be  influenced 
in  any  fashion  by  the  by  the  fact  that  BLM  is 
allowing  the  landowner's  grazing  lessee  to  count 
such  a  lease  as  "base  land"  for  federal  grazing 
permit  purposes.  BLM's  proposal  is  somewhat 
analogous  to  a  hypothetical  scenario  where  the 
FHA  would  prevent  the  owner  of  rental  house 
(whose  mortgage  is  insured  by  FHA)  from  selling 
the  house  because  the  tenant  of  the  house  could 
be  inconvenienced.  Obviously,  the  American 
system  of  property  law  would  not  allow  the 
hypothetical  scenario  to  occur.   In  conclusion, 
we  strongly  recommend  that  BLM  remove  the 
criteria  regarding  the  loss  of  base  lands. 

The  first  complete  paragraph  of  the  second 
column  states  the  following: 

"Private  oil  shale  development  on 
exchanged  lands  would  be  analyzed  in 
terms  of  their  impact  on  the  carrying 
capacities  described  above,  and  would 
have  the  same  geographic  limits 
(i.e.,  reserve  the  multi mineral  zone) 
as  Federal  leasing." 


The  above  quote  could  be  interpreted  as  preclud- 
ing any  exchanges  where  the  selected  lands  would 
be  located  in  the  area  depicted  as  the  Multi- 
mineral  Oil  Shale  Management  Priority  Area  on 
the  Oil  Shale  Alternative  map  found  in  Volume  2 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  BLM  should  clarify  its 
intention  on  this  issue. 

We  believe  that  any  preclusion  of  land  exchanges 
in  the  multi mineral  zone  would  be  completely 
unwarranted  especially  if  an  exchange  in  the 
multimineral  zone  was  small  and  allowed  develop- 
ment on  private  lands  to  better  accommodate  a 
particular  technology  and  logical  land  use 
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13.  Page  156 


pattern.  In  fact,  a  small  exchange  could 
provide  the  lands  necessary  to  justify  the 
significant  expenditures  that  would  be  associat- 
ed with  a  program  designed  to  meet  the  need  for 
multimineral  technology  development.  (The  need 
for  development  of  technology  applicable  to  the 
multimineral  deposits  of  Piceance  Basin  is 
discussed  on  page  153  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.) 

We  are  particularly  sensitive  to  the  exchange 
language  of  page  155  because  Shell  Minerals 
Corporation  continues  to  remain  interested  in  a 
land  exchange  that  would  give  use  control  of  the 
federal  mineral  estate  (oil  shale  and  oil/gas) 
beneath  our  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  land  in  the  Piceance 
Basin  depocenter. 

Shell's  Bar  D  Ranch  holding  consists  of  about 
640  acres  of  fee  surface  and  certain  minerals 
(including  nahcolite,  dawsonite,  halite,  and 
coal)  located  on  the  western  boundary  of 
Tract  C-ll.  As  such,  the  BLM  does  not  control  a 
multimineral  deposit  beneath  our  Bar  D  Ranch 
property;  rather  the  BLM  controls  only  an  oil 
shale  and  oil/gas  estate. 

In  recent  discussions  with  several  BLM  offi- 
cials, we  were  given  the  impression  that  BLM  was 
interested  in  negotiating  an  exchange  to  unify 
Shell's  control  of  the  mineral  estate  beneath 
the  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  property  and  provide  us  with 
some  additional  surface  adjacent  to  the  Bar  D 
Ranch.  Such  an  exchange  would  provide  Shell 
with  sufficient  property  to  develop  and  prove 
technology  applicable  to  the  multimineral 
deposits  of  the  Piceance  Basin.  We  hope  that 
BLM  continues  to  remain  interested  in  an  ex- 
change that  would  allow  us  to  proceed  with 
technology  development.  Accordingly,  we  request 
that  the  BLM  modify  the  language  of  page  155  to 
clearly  allow  the  Bar  D  exchange.  Possibly,  the 
Bar  D  Ranch  exchange  cold  be  specifically  cited 
as  an  exchange  that  appears  worthy  of  strong  BLM 
consideration  based  on  the  exchange  criteria 
proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  "Remarks"  portion  of  Table  III-9  of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  states  that:  "Local  officials 
would  be  consulted  prior  to  making  a  decision 
not  to  lease  based  on  social/economic  carrying 
capacity.  If  sufficient  mitigation  is  proven 
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and  local  officials  can  demonstrate  an  ability 
to  accommodate  it,  higher  growth  rates  could  be 
allowed;  if  not,  postponement  of  development  or 
staggered  leasing  would  be  considered". 

We  do  not  understand  BLM's  statement  that  local 
officials  must  "demonstrate  an  ability  to 
accommodate"  the  population  growth  predicted  to 
result  from  a  proposed  lease  tract.  We  are 
concerned  that  such  a  statement  which  could 
prevent  local  communities  from  choosing  to  grow 
at  an  annual  growth  rate  greater  than  10  per- 
cent. Specifically,  BLM  appears  to  be  advancing 
a  policy  that  would  require  local  officials  to 
"demonstrate"  to  BLM's  satisfaction  that  their 
communities  could  accommodate  annual  growth 
rates  greater  than  10  percent,  prior  to  BLM 
leasina  a  tract  that  could  result  in  such  a 
growth'rate.  In  other  words,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
implies  that  leasing  could  not  be  justified 
based  on  the  opinion  of  local  officials  that 
their  community  could  handle  growth  rates 
greater  than  ten  percent,  unless  BLM  concurs 
with  the  opinion  of  local  officials. 

Our  concern  is  based  on  our  interpretation  of 
the  BLM's  discussion  of  the  critical  carrying 
capacity  for  socioeconomic  impacts  as  found  on 
pages  156,  214  and  215  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

We  suggest  that  BLM  amend  the  appropriate 
portions  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to: 

a)  Recognize  the  possibility  that  some  com- 
munity or  communities  may  desire  to  grow 
at  an  annual  growth  rate  of  greater  than 
ten  percent  for  a  certain  period  of  time. 

b)  Remove  apparent  requirement  that  BLM 
concur  with  an  opinion  of  local  officials 
that  their  community  could  accommodate  an 
annual  growth  rate  of  greater  than  10 
percent. 

We  strongly  object  to  the  alignment  of  the 
utility  corridor  referred  to  as  the  "Bar  D 
Mesa  -  Blair  Mesa"  corridor.  Specifically,  the 
Bar  D  Mesa  -  Blair  Mesa  corridor  is  depicted  as 
crossing  640  acres  of  fee  land  controlled  by 
Shell  in  the  depocenter  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 
Shell  believes  BLM  should  not  conduct  its  land 
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15.  Pages  167  &  168- 


use  planning  activities  in  such  a  fashion  as  to 
"direct"  future  utility  corridors  across  lands 
not  under  federal  control.  Utility  corridors 
should  not  be  "planned"  across  fee  lands  unless 
there  are  no  other  viable  alternatives  or  the 
owner  of  the  fee  lands  has  formally  expressed  an 
interest  in  being  crossed  by  a  utility  corridor. 

Shell  suggests  that  the  "Bar  0  Mesa  -  Blair 
Mesa"  corridor  be  moved  south  of  Shell's  Bar  D 
Ranch  fee  property.  Our  640-acre  Bar  D  Ranch 
property  is  located  in  the  S^  of  Section  34, 
T1S,  R98W  and  portions  of  Section  3  in  T2S, 
R98W. 

Please  note  that  the  gray-colored  fee  lands 
shown  on  Maps  2  through  6  are  not  affected  by 
the  cross-hatching  symbol  that  depicts  a  feder- 
ally planned  utility  corridor  across  public 
lands.  However,  these  same  Maps  2  through  6 
depict,  via  the  cross-hatching  symbol,  a  utility 
corridor  across  Shell's  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  surface. 
We  strongly  recommend  that  BLM  make  modification 
to  Maps  2  through  6  of  Volume  2  as  follows: 

(a)  Depict  Shell's  Bar  D  Ranch  property  in  the 
gray  coloration  identifying  "Lands  not 
Administered  by  the  BLM." 

(b)  Remove  the  proposed  utility  corridor  from 
Shell's  fee  land  and  realign  such  corridor 
to  public  lands  south  of  Shell's  Bar  D 
Ranch  property. 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  second  column  of 
page  167  appears  to  indicate  that  a  third 
Prototype  Tract  (C-ll  or  C-18)  was  included  in 
the  "baseline"  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the 
environmental  impact  assessment  described  in 
Chapter  IV  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  second 
paragraph  of  the  second  column  of  page  167 
references  the  reader  to  Table  IV-1  on  page  168 
for  a  list  of  the  federal  tracts  that  could  be 
expected  to  be  added  to  the  "baseline"  over  the 
next  twenty  years.  Upon  examination  of  Table  IV-1, 
a  Federal  multimineral  tract  is  shown  being 
leased  in  1384.  The  depiction  of  a  multimineral 
lease  sale  in  1984  in  Table  IV-1  causes  the 
reader  to  become  confused  over  the  tracts  making 
up  the  "baseline".  Specifically,  did  the  BLM 
assume  that  C-ll  or  C-18  was  part  of  the 
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"baseline"  and  that  another  multimineral  tract 
was  to  be  sold  in  1984  or  was  just  one  multi- 
mineral  tract  to  be  sold  prior  to  1990?  We 
suggest  that  the  BLM  clarify  its  assumptions  and 
plans  regarding  the  timing  of  multimineral 
leasing. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  contains  the  following  socio- 
economic impact  mitigation  stipulation  that  the 
BLM  would  be  committed  to  enforcing: 

"A  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall 
be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  govern- 
ments shall  develop  a  mutually  agreeable 
socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  plan  at  the 
time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed  Develop- 
ment Plan"  (see  page  215). 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  claims  that  the  above-described 
lease  stipulations  would  be: 

"...  similar  to  Section  15  of  the  Environ- 
mental Stipulations  of  the  Prototype  Oil 
Shale  Lease  included  in  Appendix  A  in  the 
Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FSEIS)  on  the  Prototype  Oil 
Shale  Leasing  Program  (USDI,  BLM  1983)". 

We  see  little  "similarity"  between  the 
stipulation  presented  in  the  FSEIS  for  the 
Prototype  Program  and  the  stipulation  presented 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  stipulation  in  the 
FSEIS  requires  that  the  Lessee  "consult  with^ 
affected  local  government  agencies  to  determine 
the  most  appropriate  elements  to  be  included  in 
the  Socioeconomic  and  Transportation  Report." 
The  stipulation  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  requires 
that  the  Lessee  and  the  affected  local  govern- 
ment agencies  "develop  a  mutually  agreeable 
socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  plan."  We 
believe  the  difference  between  the  two  stipula- 
tions is  extremely  significant. 

At  issue  here  is  whether  the  BLM  should 
adopt  a  policy  that  would  automatically  require 
lease  cancellation  if  the  Lessee  and  affected 
local  governments  could  not  develop  a  "mutually 
agreeable"  plan  to  mitigate  potential  socioeco- 
nomic impacts.  We  oppose  such  a  policy  and 
recommend  that  the  proposed  lease  stipulation  be 
removed  from  the  RMP. 
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17.  Page  3  (Volume  2)- 


18.  Haps  2,  3,  &  6 


As  described  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  Mandatory 
Protection  Areas  were  established  by  BLM  on 
those  lands  where  wildlife  habitat  or  cultural 
resource  values  must  be  specially  managed  to 
comply  with  pertinent  laws  and  regulations.  BLM 
proposes  to  ban  any  disturbance  of  the  land 
surface  within  these  Mandatory  Protection  Areas. 
Several  of  these  Mandatory  Protection  Areas  are 
scattered  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Oil  Shale 
Priority  Use  Areas.  BLM  should  be  aware  that 
the  establishment  of  these  relatively  small 
Mandatory  Protection  Areas  could  seriously 
restrict,  and  possibly  preclude,  the  use  of  open 
pit  and  true  in  situ  mining  in  significant 
portions  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

The  RMP  indicates  that  certain  laws  and 
regulations  require  the  preclusion  of  surface 
disturbances  in  the  Mandatory  Protection  Areas. 
The  Draft  RMP/EIS  further  indicates  that  lands 
containing  raptor  nests  or  cultural  resource 
sites  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Histor- 
ic Places  (NRHP)  were  the  primary  lands  classi- 
fied as  Mandatory  Protection  Areas.  We  are  not 
aware  of  any  laws  that  require  the  absolute 
preclusion  of  surface  disturbances  on  lands 
containing  raptor  nests  or  cultural  resources 
sites  listed  on  the  NRHP.  For  example,  the 
USFWS  is  currently  developing  regulations  that 
will  permit,  under  certain  conditions,  raptor 
nests  to  be  moved  in  order  to  enhance  mineral 
resource  recovery.  Also,  federal  regulations 
allow,  under  certain  conditions,  the  disturbance 
of  cultural  resource  sites  that  are  listed  on 
the  NRHP  [see  36  CFR  60.2  and  36  CFR 
800.5(b)(6).] 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  suggest  that  the 
language  of  the  RMP/EIS  be  revised  to  provide 
BLM  with  the  flexibility  to  allow  surface 
disturbances  in  Mandatory  Protection  Areas  when 
such  disturbances  are  warranted  to  enhance 
mineral  resource  recovery  and  can  be  legally 
permitted  with  appropriate  protection  measures. 

(Current  Management,  Wildlife,  and  Preferred 
Alternatives)  -  We  strongly  object  to  Shell's 
640-acre  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  property  being  depicted 
on  Maps  2,  3  and  6  as  a  priority  area  for  public 
uses  that  are  inconsistent  with  BLM's  rights  to 
the  subject  property.  Specifically,  the  federal 
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estate  on  the  Bar  D  Ranch  consists  of  a  limited 
mineral  estate  (oil  shale  and  oil/gas  only); 
Shell  controls  the  remainder  of  the  mineral 
estate  and  all  of  the  surface  estate.  As  such, 
use  of  the  Bar  D  Ranch  for  livestock  grazing 
and/or  recreation  purposes  can  only  be  author- 
ized by  Shell  Minerals  Corporation. 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  strongly  suggest  that 
Maps  2,  3,  and  6  be  modified  to  depict  only 
those  uses  of  the  Bar  D  Ranch  property  that  can 
be  legally  administered  by  the  BLM. 

We  also  suggest  that  Map  2  be  modified  to 
include  Tract  C-18,  along  with  Tract  C-ll,  since 
the  Secretary  currently  has  the  discretion  to 
offer  either  tract  or  both  tracts. 
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Friends  of  the  Earth 

P.O.   Box  728 

Palisade,  Colorado  81526 


10  July  1984 


Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 
Citizens'  Alternative 


17  July  1984 


Curt  Smith,  Resource  Area  Manager 

Mike  Getman,  Acting  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado     81641 


Dear  Curt  and  Mike: 


The  "Citizens'    Alternative"   is  a  multiple-use  land  management  alternative  for 
the  Piceance  Basin  which  we  propose  to  replace  the  "preferred  alternative" 
drafted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.     It  is  drawn  from  the  five  BLM- 
proposed  alternatives  plus  additional   suggestions.     We  believe  our  Alternative 
is  the  most  acceptable  resolution  of  planning  issues  after  considering  the 
potential    impacts  of  all    alternatives.     We  believe   it  is  a  complete,   reason- 
able and  implementable  master  plan  for  managing  the  public  lands,   resources, 
and  the  impacts  associated  with  such  management  during  the  expected  life  of 
this  plan. 

The  source  of  each  item  in  the  Citizens'   Alternative   is  indicated  as  follows: 


to 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Citizens'  Alternative  Plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan.  We  would  encourage  you  to  consider  it  as  one  option 
in  approving  a  final  Plan. 

To  date,  eight  organizations  have  endorsed  our  proposed  alternative:  Friends 
of  the  Earth,  Colorado  Open  Space  Council,  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society, 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Public  Lands  Institute,  Garfield  County 
Citizens'  Association,  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop,  and  Two  River  Citizens' 
Association.  We  expect  additional  groups  will  reference  or  encorporate  it  in 
their  official  comments.  Most  groups  will  be  submitting  comments  to 
supplement  this  proposal . 

Before  the  comment  deadline,  Friends  of  the  Earth  will  submit  more  detailed 
commentary  on  the  BLM's  proposed  alternatives  and  more  detailed  explanation  of 
the  citizens'  alternative.  We  did,  however,  wish  to  forward  this  copy. to  you 
at  about  the  same  time  we  announce  it  publicly. 

Thank  you. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Connie  Albrecht 
Colorado  Representative 


Afru 
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Kevin  Markey  " 

Friends  of  the  Earth  Consultant 


CM:  Current  Management 

W:  Wildlife 

0G:  Oil    &  Gas 

OS:  Oil   Shale 

PA:  Preferred  Alternative 

PP:  Implementation  of  Prototype  Oil   Shale  Leasing  Program 

CA:  New  suggestion  in  Citizens'    Alternative 

CR:  Cross  reference  to  planning  principle  elsewhere  in  plan 

For  comparison,   see  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  Alternative 
Summary,  Table   III-l,   pages  80  to  84. 

Objectives 

To  achieve  the  combination  of  management  options  that  is  the  most  acceptable 
resolution  of  the  planning  issues  after  considering  the  potential  impacts  of 
all  alternatives  [PA]. 

Air  Resources 

Minimize  air  quality  degradation  through  legal    compliance,  monitoring,  analy- 
sis,  and  impact  mitigation.     Project  specific  evaluations  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  [CM]  on  an  individual   and  cumulative  basis  [CR].     Protect  regional   air 
quality  through   implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative   [CR]. 

BLM  will   initiate  air  quality  research  to  obtain  adequate  data  for  realistic 
air  quality  modeling.     Define  BACT  as  that  oil    shale  process  which  is  least 
emissive  [CA]. 

Oil  Shale 

Limit  leasing  to  methods  with  least  disturbance.     No  new  open  pit  (except 
C-a).     [W  with  modifications].     No  oil   shale  leasing  in  multimineral   area 
(depocenter)  [OG].     Postpone  oil   shale  leasing  in  multimineral   area  [depo- 
center]  until   improved  recovery  rates  are  proven.     In  KGS,  oil   and  gas  have 
priority  [PA]. 
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No  tracts  identified  [PA].  Priority  areas  for  oil  shale  does  not  allow  for  new 
open  pit  [W].  Depocenter  reserved;  Piceance  dome  area  excluded.  [OG]. 

Consider  new  leasing  only  when  prototype  tracts  are  developed  and  operating 
commercially  [W]  and  environmental  analysis  determines  that  development  of 
commercial  leases  is  environmentally,  socially  and  economically  acceptable 
[CAj.  Reclamation  must  be  proven  successful  on  a  commercial  prototype  scale 
prior  to  new  leasing  [PP].  No  more  than  one  tract  leased  every  five  years 
[W].  Future  lease  offerings  based  on  demand  [PA]  for  shale  oil  at  competitive 
world  prices  without  subsidization  [CA].  A  lease  offering  process  (specified 
in  the  main  text  of  the  RMP)  would  be  followed  whereby  critical  carrying 
capacities  may  not  be  exceeded  by  the  cumulative  impacts  of  development  of 
existing  properties  and  proposed  leases.  Monitor  impacts  as  development 
occurs  so  as  not  to  allow  additional  leasing  if  carrying  capacities  may  be 
excluded  [PA  edited  and  main  RMP  text  reference  added]. 

No  new  off-tract  disposal  (except  for  C-a)  [W].  Off-site  disposal  authorized 
for  tract  C-a  only  after  environmental  impact  statement  determines  the  need 
for  prototype  development  of  the  tract  and  determines  the  best  site  according 
to  net  resource  recovery  and  environmental  protection  criteria  [CA]. 

Exchanges  included  in  lease  limits  [W].  Exchanges  subject  to  constraints  of 
carrying  capacity  and  the  same  location  constraints  as  leasing,  i.e.,  reserve 
depocenter,  exclude  Piceance  Dome  area.  Priority  given  to  small  areas  that 
facilitate  private  development  by  supplementing  otherwise  commercial  sized 
private  tracts.  Exchanges  of  large  blocked  up  Federal  lands  discouraged  [PA 
with  clarification  and  style  editing]. 

Evaluate  small  research  tracts  on  merits  of  technology  and  availability  of 
alternative  private  lands.  No  commercial  operations  [PA]. 

Priority  use  areas  for  oil  shale  leasing  shall  be  categorized  and  further 
prioritized  based  on  land  reclamability  factors  such  as  soils,  erosivity, 
slope,  aspect,  net  evapotranspiration,  net  recharge  potential,  etc.  [CA]. 
(See  also  Wildlife  section  concerning  conflict  resolution  criteria.) 

Based  on  prototype  experience,  this  land  use  plan  and  environmental  research, 
the  Department  shall  develop  standard  environmental  protection  stipulations 
for  inclusion  in  future  leases  prior  to  future  oil  shale  leasing.  Site  spec- 
ific stipulations  shall  be  added  to  leases  based  on  site  specific  environmen- 
tal impact  analysis  [CA]. 

Sodium 

No  sodium-only  leasing,  only  concurrent  with  oil   shale  leasing  [W.OS]. 

Coal 

Future  coal    leasing  would  be  considered  only  for  underground  methods  on  a 

total    of  29,610  acres   [W]  on  a  short-term  criteria  basis,    i.e.,   as  needed  to 

meet  the  demands  of  existing  lessees.     Coal   leasing  impacts  would  be  evaluated 

as  part  of  regional    carrying  capacity  [CA]. 

Locatable  Mineral s 

None  currently  being  developed;  most  of  the  planning  area   is  closed  to  mineral 
entry  due  to  oil    shale  withdrawal    [PA]. 
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Oil   and  Gas 

KGS's  would  have  priority  [W]  except  where  they  conflict  with  SMA's  [CA].     All 
oil   and  gas  lands  open  subject  to  stipulations  in  the  Oil    and  Gas  Umbrella  EA 
[W].     New  or  reissued  leases  shall   be  subject  to  additional    stipulations  for 
other  resource  values  [W  modified].     SMA's  will    be  included  under  the  Umbrella 
EA  as  leases  are  retired  [CA].      (See  also,   Transportation) 
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Saleable  Minerals 

Existing  or  previously  used  sand  and  gravel  sites  would  be  favored, 
ment  excluded  from  areas  of  sensitive  environmental  values  [W]. 


Devel op- 


Water  Resources 

Complete  spring  and  stream  channel  inventories.  Establis 
based  on  results  of  inventory  [PA].  Maintain  streams  tha 
dards  through  management  practices;  improve,  where  practi 
meet  standards.  Identify  sensitive  watersheds  through  wa 
plans.  Improve  sensitive  watersheds  with  intensive  manag 
or  SMA  designation  [CA].  Restrict  use  of  public  lands  to 
watersheds  and  streams  not  meeting  minimum  standards.  Li 
tive  watersheds  [W].  Protect  regional  stream  quality  and 
through  implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections  i 
Alternative  [CR].  Develop  and  implement  protective  measu 
in  the  Basin.  Watershed  and  groundwater  management  plans 
stipulations  must  be  in  place  prior  to  commercial  oil  sha 
monitoring  and  enforcement  of  existing  and  new  lease  stip 

Soils 


Maximize  productivity  of  the  soil  resource.  Minimize  disturbances  on  produc- 
tive or  fragile  soils.  Other  restrictions  would  be  applies  to  surface  distur- 
bing activities,  including  seasonal  ORV  closures  on  all  BLM  roads  and  trails 
when  roads  are  saturated  to  3  inches  [W].  Avoid  erosive,  saline  or  steep 
slopes.  Application  and  enforcement  of  reclamation  measures  on  surface  dis- 
turbing projects.  Improve  road  maintenance  [PA]. 

Forestry 

Reduce  forest  product  sales  to   1,000  cords  of  firewood  and   100,000  board  feet 
of  sawtimber  annually  [OS]. 

Livestock  Grazing 

Implement  grazing  management  plan.  Maximum  authorized  use  is  57,016  AUM's. 
Present  average  is  55,334  AUM's.  Long-term  (20  year)  allocation  is  64,011 
AUM's   [CM]. 

Adjust  authorized  AUM's  to  account  for  SMA  designations.     Fence  some  SMA's   as 
needed  to  protect  from  grazing.     Compensate  affected  ranchers  for  such  lost 
forage  [CA]. 

Monitor  quality  of  forage  and  capability  of  range.      In  three  to  five  years 
reevaluate  and  readjust  authorized  AUM's  to  account  for  range  capability, 
range  monitoring  results  and  anticipated  conflicting  uses  [CA]. 
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Wild  Horses 

Reduce  herd  size  to  65-100  horses  by   1988  and  manage  to  sustain  that  herd  [W]. 

Wildlife 

Implement  Piceance  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  to  improve  habitat  conditions 
of  recreational   species,   raptors,  and  threatened/endangered  species.     Short 
term  forage  allocation  to  wildlife  of  36,160  AUM's,   long-term  (20  year)  allo- 
cation of  40,501,   to  achieve  BLM-D0W  population  objectives  [PA].     Oil    shale 
development  must  occur  within  the  limits  of  existing  allocations  and  carrying 
capacities  [CA]. 

Until   long  term  viability  of  spent  shale  revegetation  and  reclamation  is 
proven,  plan  for  resource  priority  compatibility  based  on  the  assumption  that 
maintaining  critical  wildlife  areas   (critical   deer  winter  range,  elk  summer 
range)   is  incompatible  with  any  oil    shale  operations  requiring  surface  dispo- 
sal   or  mining  [CA]. 

Add  an  ACEC  in  the  Yellow  Creek  Basin  (see  below)  to  protect  its  wildlife 
diversity  and  rich  flora. 

Rare  and  Sensitive  Plants 
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Protect  all  known  populations  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vegeta-  ~]  5  14 
tion  associations  by  excluding  surface-disturbing  activities  [W]  from  habitats  J  ' 
and  necessary  buffer  areas  [CA].  Designate  SMA's  as  indicated  below  [CA]. 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resource  inventories  and  protection  are  performed  in  response  to 
individual  surface  disturbing  projects.  Standard  and  special  stipulations  are 
applied  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Some  cultural  resources  will  be  intensively 
managed  to  provice  for  analysis,  interpretation,  and  public  awareness  to  the 
extent  possible  [PA].  Road  building  and  other  construction  should  be  avoided 
where  it  would  harm  or  make  more  accessible  sites  needing  protection  [CA]. 

Paleontological  Resources 

Based  on  a  resource  potential  classification  system,  paleontological  resources 
are  identified  and  protected  on  an  individual  project  basis  [PA]. 

Recreation 

More  intensive  management  of  user  areas  and  sercies  would  occur.  Upgrade 
hunter  camps;  improve  access;  seasonal  visitor  services  program  for  hunters 
established;  public  access  to  White  Rive  improved.  Establish  Non-motorized 
Hunting  Area.  Hunter  concentration  areas  would  be  proposed  as  Special  Recrea- 
tion Management  Area  (SRMA).  Seasonal  and  permanent  0RV  closures  and  restric- 
tions would  occur  based  upon  non-motorized  hunting,  wildlife,  soils,  water- 
shed, ACEC  designations.  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  required  for  SRMA's 
[W]. 

Visual  Resources 

Visual  design  would  be  emphasized  to  reduce  contrast  of  projects  [PA]. 


Preserve  existing  high  visibility  in  and  around  Basin.  Establish  visual 
resource  protections  at  the  Cathedral  Bluffs  [CA]. 

Transportation 

Restrict  utility  and  transportation  corridors  [see  Lands  and  Realty]  as  pro- 
vided by  corridor  designation  [CR].  Provide  for  access  and  require  product 
transportation  such  as  pipelines  or  railroads  to  reduce  truck  transport  for 
major  projects.  Require  [W]  and  enforce  [CA]  5  year  plans  of  development  for 
new  or  reissued  leases  [W].  Add  strict  reclamation  stipulations  LCAJ. 

Lands  and  Realty 

Priority  utility  corridors  designated.  Major  linear  utilities  would  be  en- 
couraged to  locate  within  designated  corridors.  Criteria  established  to  avoid 
sensitive  resource  values  for  major  linear  utilities  routing  outside  of 
corridors  [PA]. 

Use  authorizations  issued  on  a  case-by-case  basis  [PA]. 

Sales  of  public  lands  based  on  similar  criteria  as  Current  Management  Alterna- 
tive. 850  acres  potentially  meet  the  criteria.  Additional  criteria  esta- 
blished for  future  land  disposal  consideration  [W]. 

Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  considered  within  5  mile  radius  of  Meeker 
or  Rangely.  If  growth  increases  too  dramatically  for  communities  to  accept 
and  it  is  determined  by  local  officials  that  development  is  required  outside 
existing  communities  [PA],  additional  logical  sites  consistent  with  other 
resource  values  should  be  considered  for  new  community  development  [CAJ. 
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F1re  Management 

Prepare  and  implement  a  Fire  Management  Plan, 
plan  as  in  MFP  [PA]. 

Special  Management  Areas 

Designate  12  priority  RNA's,   ONA's,   ACEC's  totalling  23,965  acres  [W]. 

In  addition,  designate  8,070  acres  as  priority  SMA's  as  recommended  by  The 
Nature  Conservancy  for  Alkali   Flat,  Owl   Gulch,  Trail   Canyon,   and  Yellow  Creek 
Ridge  [CA].     An  additional    5,000  acres  in  Yellow  Creek  Basin  should  be  desig- 
nated primarily  for  wildlife  values  in  an  area  which  best  combines   severe 
winter  mule  deer  range,  that  most  isolated  portion  of  the  Basin  which  supports 
the  most  diverse  wildlife  population  [see   1973  Prototype  EIS],   but  which 
excludes  tract  C-18  [CA]. 

All   designations  are  subject  to  currently  valid  existing  rights  [CA]. 
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Team  Leader,  Piceance  Basin  RMP 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Sir: 


Tamara  S.    Naumann 
Oepartment  of  Botany 
Marsh  Life  Sciences  Building 
University  of  Vermont 
Burlington,  VT     05405 

July  20,   1984  „_     « 
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otany  Department  at  the  University  £? 
I   received  a  B.S.    ' 


I   am  a   graduate  student  in  the 
of  Vermont.    A  native  of  the  state  of  Colorado,   I   received  a  B.S.    in  Botany 
from  Colorado  State  University.    As  one  of  the  botanists  contracted   by  The 
Nature  Conservancy  to  conduct  the  botanical    inventory  of  the  Piceance  Basin 
in  1982,   I   am  writing  to  express  my  concern  over     the  BLM's   apparent 
disregard   for  the  data  and   recommendations  generated  by  the  TNC  inventory. 
The  failure  of  BLM  to   recommend  designation  of  Special  Management  Areas  to 
protect  the  unique  botanical    resources  of  the  Basin  demonstrates  a   basic 
lack  of  understanding  of  their  significance. 


I  would  remind  you  that  the  botan 
conducted  the  inventory  far  exceeds  th 
241-243  of  the  RMP.  None  of  the  listed 
in  either  botany  or  plant  ecology,  yet 
Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  (of  whic 
clearly  stated  that  8  of  the  20  recomm 
or  "importance"  criteria  (per  43  CFR  1 
identification  as  potential  ACECs.  The 
failed  to  recognize  the  "relevance"  an 
as  habitat  for  rare  or  endemic  plant  s 
representative  examples  of  plant  assoc 
comparison  areas  confirms  my  assertion 
Basin  RMP  are  not  qualified  to  make  su 


ical    expertise  of  the  team  which 
at  of  the  preparers   listed  on  pages 

preparers  has   had   formal    training 

in  BLM  correspondence  with  the 
h   I  am  a  member),  it  has  been 
ended  SMAs  do  not  meet  the  "relevance" 
610.7-2,   July  5,   1983)    for 

fact  that  you  and  your  staff  have 
d   "importance"  of  these  sites   not  only 
pecies  but  also  as  high  quality 
iations   for  use  as   baseline 

that  the  preparers  of  the  Piceance 
ch  determinations. 


The   remnant  plant  associations  which  would  be  protected  through 
designation  of  the  20  recommended  sites  do  not,   in  most  instances,  represent 
uncommon  plant  associations.  They  represent,  as  nearly  as   possible,  the 
presettlement  condition  of  the  vegetation  of  the  Piceance  Basin.   Years  of 
livestock  grazing  and  other  abuses   have  almost  completely  altered  the 
vegetation  of  the  Piceance.   Why  not   protect  those  areas  that  have  managed  to 
survive  relatively  intact?  Can  we  not  learn  from  these  areas  which  so 
beautifully  illustrate  the  biological    capabilities  of  the  land  BLM 
administers   in  the  Piceance  Basin?  Surely  you  can  recognize  the  value  of 
these  baseline  reference  areas  as   scientific  and  management  tools.   Why  would 
BLM  seek  the  knowledge  and   expertise  of  trained  botanists  and  ecologists  to 
conduct   an  intensive  botanical    inventory,  only  to   ignore  the  resulting  data 
and  recommendations  which  were  based  on  this  knowledge  and  expertise? 

Special  Management  Area  designation  is  the  only  acceptable,  viable, 
long  term  means  of  protection   for  the  unique  genetic  resources  characterized 
by  the  Piceance  Basin  flora.    I   strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  move  toward 
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designation  of  all   20  of  the   recommended  SMAs.    If  this  is   not  possible,   priority 
should  be  given  in  order  of  biological    importance  as  determined  by  the 
scientists  who   conducted  the  1982  inventory.    (Soldier  Creek   in  its   entirety         _ 
is  number  16!  ) 

I  would  like  to   close  by  pointing  out  that  range  and  energy  resource 
conflicts   are  resolvable;   there   is  no   resolution  for  extinction.    I    respectfully 
request  a   reply  to  my  concerns  and  that  this  letter  be  published  in  the  final 
Piceance  Basin  RMP.   Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


Tamara  S.  Naumann 


cc:  President  Reagan 
William  Clark 
Robert  Burford 
Kannon  Richards 
Lee  Carie 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society 
Tim  Wirth 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

P.  O.  BOX  2  5086 

BUILDING  20,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER,  COLORADO    80225 

Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 


July  20,  1984 

Your  reference: 
INT  DEIS  84-12 


I    Wildlife  Management  institute 

Suite  725,  1101  14th  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20005  *  202/371-1808 


DANIEL  A.  POOLE 

President 

L.  R.  (AHN 

Vice-President 

L.  L.  WILLIAMSON 

Secretary 

WESLEY  M.  DIXON, 

Board  Chairman 


July  19,  1984 


Memorandum 

To:        John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader,  White  River  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  Post  Office  Box  928,  Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

From:      Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area,  Colorado 

Personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Mines  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  to  deter- 
mine whether  mineral  resources  and  recovery  operations  have  been  adequately 
considered.  The  draft  describes  and  analyzes  five  alternatives  for  managing 
public  lands  and  resources  on  804,580  acres  within  the  White  River  Resource 
Area. 

The  discussion  of  significant  mineral  resources  present  within  the  resource 
area  (pages  32-37)  is  adequate,  so  our  comments  are  brief.  The  Bureau  of 
Mines  favors  easing  restrictions  that  encumber  or  prevent  exploration  for 
and  recovery  of  mineral  deposits.  Of  the  alternatives  considered  In  the 
document,  the  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative  and  the  Oil  Shale  Alternative  would 
provide  greater  freedom  for  such  activities.  We  note,  however,  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  would  manage  larger  acreages  for  oil  and  gas,  coal, 
and  oil  shale  development  than  the  Current  Management  Alternative.  We  sug- 
gest that  future  versions  of  the  document  include  additional  information 
pertaining  to  those  tracts  of  land  designated  In  the  Oil  and  Gas  Umbrella 
Environmental  Assessment  as  no  lease  and  no  surface  occupancy  or  as  having 
seasonal  restrictions.  A  map  showing  the  location  of  such  tracts  and  a 
table  giving  acreages  for  each  restriction  category  are  recommended. 
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Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader  ^P-sg**!  ro 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  t--^1-  ^ 

White  River  Resource  Area  m--.~  — 

P.O.  Box  928  1^2  — 

Meeker,  Colorado   81641  gT^aS  ^ 

?-'    0*0 
■     CO 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  is  pleased  to  comment 
on  DRAFT  PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN,  Colorado. 

The  plan  is  concise  and  the  environmental  effects  are 
well  stated.   It  is  unfortunate  that  grazing  is  not  included  since 
that  plan  was  done  in  1980.   Piece-meal  consideration  of  resources 
is  not  the  best  method.   We  believe  a  section  should  be  added  out- 
lining the  grazing  plan  and  the  decision  in  detail.   A  few  paragraphs 
in  a  chart  or  text  will  not  suffice. 

The  wildlife  alternative  is  by  far  the  best.   It  provides 
some  restrictions  on  surface  disturbance,  but  nothing  the  present 
economy  cannot  tolerate. 

The  wildlife  alternative  is  best  for  wildlife,  vegetation, 
endangered  species,  livestock  grazing  and  recreation.   That  array 
of  improvement  is  the  overwhelming  justification  for  selection  of 
the  wildlife  alternative. 
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These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William 
the   Institute's  Western  Representative. 


Morse , 


^f>8 


,/JS't%  jfenasldj-By  Blasko 


Daniel   A.    Poole 
President 


DEDICATED  TO  WILDLIFE  SINCE  7977 
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The  League  of  Women  Volers  of  Coloraoo 

1600  Race  SIreel 

Denver,  CO.  B0206 

303  -  320-8493 


Ouly  23,  1984 


Piceance  Basin  R  M  P  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
Post  Office  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub, 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Colorado  submits  the  following  comments  on 
the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

General  Comments 

The  document  is  written  in  a  clear  and  concise  manner  so  that  it  should  be 
easily  understood  by  the  public.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  Alternatives 
(Table  III-l)  and  Summary  of  Anticipated  Impacts  by  Alternative  (Table  IV-10) 
tables  are  very  helpful  in  the  delineation  of  the  Alternatives  and  their  impacts. 
The  League  firmly  believes  that  the  public  should  be  involved  in  the  decision 
making  process  and  this  Draft  Statement  should  help  make  that  possible. 

The  colored  maps  in  Volume  2  are  also  valuable  in  understanding  the  different 
Alternatives.  However,  the  similarity  of  colors  for  some  of  the  resources  could 
be  confusing  for  those  unfamiliar  with  the  planning  area  -  for  instance  the  two 
reds  used  for  oil  shale  and  coal  are  very  similar. 

In  Figure  IV- 1 ,  Air  Pollution  Dispersion  Potential  the  definitions  of  Poor 
and  Fair  are  reversed  -  the  definition  of  "likely"  is  close  to  probable,  while 
"possible"  means  may  or  may  not  occur. 

Water  Resources 


In  the  groundwater  quality  discussion  on  p.   46  the  total   dissolved  solids 
(TDS)  limit  of  500  mg/1   for  drinking  water  recommended  by  the  U.S.   Public  Health 
Service  is  referred  to.     There  is  no  mention  of  the  TDS  content  of  groundwater 
protected  by  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  which  is  up  to  10,000  mg/1   on 
the  assumption  that  such  water  can  be  treated  to  drinking  water  standards.     Under 
the  SDWA  water  up  to  3,000  mg/1   is  considered  good  quality  water.     It  is  mislead 
ing  to  state  that  the  groundwater  is  suitable  only  for  livestock,  wildlife  and 
irrigation. 

Beginning  on  p.    181    under  Hydrology  there  is  a  discussion  of  applicable  laws 
and  standards  which  mentions  both  the  SDWA  and  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Control 
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Forum.  But  neither  the  Underground  Injection  Control  Prcgram  under  the  SDWA, 
which  is  applicable  to  in  situ  oil  shale,  nor  the  Intercepted  Ground  Water 
Policy  of  the  Salinity  Forum,  which  applies  to  all  mining  encountering  ground 
water,  are  discussed.  The  specific  impact  of  these  programs  should  be  addressed. 

The  use  of  the  cost  of  desalinization  at  Imperial  Dam  as  a  measure  of  salin- 
ity consequences  on  the  Colorado  River  is  not  in  line  with  current  salinity  con- 
trol policy  which  is  stressing  source  reduction.  In  fact,  the  BLM  also  has  re- 
commended that  all  Resource  Area  offices  within  the  Colorado  River  Basin  consider 
salinity  control  a  major  issue  in  RMPs  (Any  activities  identified  and  recommended 
in  the  RMP  are  eligible  for  funding  and  implementation.)  Salinity  control  should 
be  added  to  the  Water  Resources  sections  for  all  alternatives. 

The  League  generally  supports  the  Water  Resources  management  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  However,  we  think  that  all  streams  should  meet  water  quality  stan- 
dards and  management  practices  should  not  just  protect  or  improve  existing  water 
quality  but  ensure  that  all  streams  meet  state  standards. 

Because  ground  water  can  be  degraded  for  many  years  after  mining  or  mineral 
development  has  ceased,  it  is  critical  that  monitoring  and  mitigation  measures 
are  mandatory  not  only  during  the  life  of  the  activity  but  until  there  is  no 
further  threat  to  groundwater  resources.  We  urge  that  this  be  made  part  of  the 
water  resources  plan  for  The  Preferred  Alternative. 

Carrying  Capacity 

The  League  strongly  supports  the  inclusion  of  carrying  capacity  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  For  many  years  we  have  urged  that  carrying  capacity  be 
used  as  a  criteria  in  the  decision  making  process  for  resource  development. 
We  are  gratified  that  this  concept  has  been  used  as  an  integral  component  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative. 

We  believe  that  the  development  of  oil  shale  must  be  kept  within  the  con- 
straints of  environmental  and  socio-economic  parameters.  There  is  the  additional 
advantage  of  reducing  the  possibility  of  boom  and  bust  cycles  -  which  have  plagued 
Colorado  throughout  its  short  history  -  if  development  is  staged  within  carrying 
capacity  limits. 

We,  therefore,  strongly  urge  that  carrying  capacity  be  retained  intact  as 
a  component  of  the  final  Preferred  Alternative. 

Oil  Shale 

The  League  has  urged  for  over  a  decade  that  oil  shale  development  remain  in 
the  prototype  stage  until  the  technical,  economic  and  environmental  feasibility 
of  development  is  proven.  We  believe  new  leasing  should  not  occur  until  the 
prototype  tracts  have  proven  such  feasibility. 

Moreover,  we  think  that  both  oil  shale  development  on  private  lands  and  the 
prototype  tracts  must  be  monitored  carefully  for  impacts  so  that  future  leasing 
will  not  exceed  carrying  capacity.  Therefore,  we  oppose  the  amount  of  development 
proposed  in  the  Oil  Shale  Alternative  and  support  the  provision  in  the  Wildlife 
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Alternative  which  would  postpone  leasing  until  the  prototype  tracts  are  opera- 
ting successfully. 

If  such  future  leasing  postponement  were  integrated  as  a  component  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  leasing  decisions  would  be  based  on  a  comprehensive  data 
base  and  carrying  capacity  assessment  determined  by  current  information.  We 
ask  that  this  provision  be  made  a  component  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Soils  and  Reclamation 


dj  JLffs\   $1^ 


The  League  generally  supports  the  proposed  soils  management  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,   especially  the  provision  for  application  and  enforcement  of  reclama- 
tion measures.     This  is  very  important  in  an  area  that  could  become  subject  to 
desertification  in  an  extended  drought  period. 

Air  Resources 

Air  quality  is  one  of  the  saost  significant  resources  to  be  considered  in  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  region  -  not  only  for  aesthetic  but  also  health  reasons. 
We  think  it  is  important  for  ambient  standards  and  PSD  increments  to  be  maintained 
and  for  impacts  on  visibility  to  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  The  adjacent  wilderness 
areas  are  an  integral  part  of  Colorado's  recreational  economy  which  should  not 
be  degraded. 

Acid  deposition  is  a  major  threat  to  high  altitude  lakes  and  streams.  Toxic 
deposition  has  the  potential  to  affect  health.  Therefore,  we  urge  that  both 
local  and  regional  air  quality  be  protected  by  strict  implementation  of  carrying 
capacity.  In  addition,  the  industry  must  have  a  goal  of  a  less-  or  zero-  emis- 
sions technology. 

Conclusion 

The  objectives  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  very  commendable.  This  al- 
ternative is  an  innovative  way  to  balance  the  use  of  competing  resources  and  to 
reduce  impacts  by  assessing  carrying  capacity.  However,  the  League  believes  that 
air  and  water  resources  need  further  protection  and  that  leasing  should  be  post- 
poned until  the  prototype  program  has  proven  the  viability  of  an  oil  shale  industry. 


Hester  HcNulty  (j 
Oil  Shale  Chair 
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Wilma  Davidson 
President 
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Colorado  Slate  University 

Fort  Collins.  Colorado 
8C523 

July   18,    1984 


The  Libraries 

EiS'.iii  CF  L&iSiSST. 

Mr.   John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader    hctKi.'S.  S-3rCSK~l 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.    Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Sir, 

My  intense  concern  for  the  irreplaceable  natural  beauty  of  parts  of 
the  Piceance  Basin  now  slated  for  oil  shale  mining  impels  me  to  write  this  letter. 
The  status  of  Special  Management  Areas  is  the  absolute  minimum  required  to 
protect  a  number  of  endangered  native  plant  species  and  the  botanical  inventory 
crew,  in  my  opinion,  asked  for  far  less  than  the  actual  acreage  needed. 

The  draft  proposal  titled  "Piceance  Basin,  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement"  dated  April,  1984,  falls  far  short  of  adequate 
protection  for  the  rare  plants  which  have  evolved  in  this  unique  and  hostile     _ 
environment.  Twenty  sites  were  proposed,  only  twelve  are  being  considered  and  thosT? 
arenot  adequately  protected  by  the  planned  status. 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  recommends 
that  the  sites  be  prioritized  in  the  following  order:South  Cathedral  Bluffs, 
Upper  Greasewood  Creefe,  Dudley  Bluffs,  Spring  Gulch,  Deer  Gulch,  School  Gulch, 
Lower  Hay  Gulch,  King  Gulch,  North  Cathedral  Bluffs,  Owl  Gulch,  Smizer,  Yellow 
Creek  Ridge,  Trail  Canyon,  Alkali  Flat,  Yanks  Gulch,  Soldier  Creek,  Lower 
Greasewood  Creek,  Camp  Gulch  Spring,  Yellow  Creek  Basin,  Square  S  Ponderosa. 
These  priorities  are  based  on  analysis  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  (of  which  I  am 
also  a  member)  of  extensive  data  and  have  my  full  support.  _ 

As  Engineering  Librarian  at  Colorado  State  University,  I  am  familiar 
with  the  literature  of  oil  shale  development.  I  direct  your  attention  to  the 
current  edition  of  the  industry  standard,  Kirk-Othmer  Encyclopedia  of  Chemical 
Technology,  v.  16,  pp.  333-357,  where  the  basic  facts  are  readily  available  in 
the  chapter  "Oil  Shale".  Briefly,  the  technology  of  oil  shale  recovery  is 
still  very  immature  and  it  takes  almost  as  much  energy  to  recover  oil  from  shale 
as  the  end  product  provides.  The  reduction  of  energy  consumption  in  the  U.S.  alone 
is  evidence,  with  the  current  oil  glut,  that  the  time  is  not  yet  critical  that 
we  develope  this  energy  resource. 

Our  most  critical  resource  in  the  western  United  States  is  WATER. 
This  is  also  the  most  crucial  need  in  oil  shale  development.  Official  estimates 
of  the  effects  on  water  supply  and  quality  of  wholesale  oil  shale  mining  and 
recovery  are  frightening  --  there  is  not  that  much  water  available. 

Development  of  the  Piceance  Basin  should  wait  until  1.  the  energy  is 
far  more  needed,  2.  the  techniques  of  oil  shale  development  are  better  understood, 
3.  realistic  appraisal  of  water  needs  and  implications  are  known  to  the  public, 
and  4.  more  attention  is  given  to  the  problems  of  environmental  degradation.  This 
is  not  just  a  wasteland,  waiting  for  exploitation,  but  a  unique  and  irreplaceable 
natural  resource.  Let  us  not  destroy  it  unwittingly. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention.  Please  print  my  letter  in  the  final 
report. 


Sincerely, 


^J\lJwr-zt-^LaA^ 


Marjorie  Rhoades,  Associate  Professor 
Engineering  Sciences  Librarian 
Colorado  State  University  Libraries 
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White  River  Resource  Area  '^~'V.  ^ 

P.O.  Box  928  }fi'-K  "S1 

Meeker,  CO   81641  '  .1.  t£ 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.  (MRDC) ,  a  public 
interest  environmental  organization  of  41,000  members  nation-wide 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  (DRMP)  for  the  Piceance  Basin.   These  comments 
will  focus  on  the  Basin's  valuable  flora. 

NRDC  finds  that  the  DRMP,  particularly  its  Preferred 
Alternative,  completely  fails  to  protect  rare  plant  species  and 
communities,  many  of  which  are  found  exclusively  or  predominantly 
in  the  Piceance  Basin.   Concerning  the  plant  species  that  are 
candidates  for  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  we 
believe  such  a  disregard  is  contrary  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  responsibilities  under  Section  7(a)(1)  to  further 
the  purposes  of  the  Act.   As  regards  the  plant  communities,  MRDC 
believes  that  their  protection  through  designation  of  Special 
Management  Areas  would  not  only  conserve  valuable  biological 
resources  but  also  improve  the  Bureau's  relations  with  State 
agencies  and  the  public. 

The  weaknesses  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  many. 
First,  with  regard  to  designation  of  SMAs,  it  proposes  only  one. 
Soldier  Creek.   This  site  was  given  a  priority  of  16  out  of  20  by 
the  scientists  who  conducted  the  botanical  inventory,   On  top  of 
that,  the  size  of  the  proposed  SUA  was  reduced  by  95%  -  from 
3,109  acres  to  160  -  eliminating  protection  for  the  watershed 
which  even  the  DRMP  recognizes  to  be  crucial.   Finally,  the 
proposed  boundaries  do  not  even  include  the  plant  species  which 
the  Bureau  claims  to  be  protecting.   NRDC  must  concur  with  the 
conclusion  of  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  that  the  Soldier 
Creek  SMA  is  worthless. 
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Second,  the  Preferred  Alternative  proposes  to  protect  the 
remaining  botanical  sites  through  use  of  "avoidance 
stipulations."   This  term  is  not  defined  in  Bureau  regulations, 
so  we  can  have  no  faith  in  the  "stipulations'"  power  to  control 
mineral  lease  activities.   The  descriptions  of  "avoidance 
stipulations"  in  the  DRMP  only  reinforce  our  skepticism. 

"The  avoidance  stipulation  would  be  applied  to  man- 
induced  surface  disturbing  activities  to  prevent 
disturbance  of  the  habitat  of  known  populations  of  rare 
and  sensitive  plants  and  related  occurrences  of  remnant 
vegetation  associations  listed  in  Table  111-10  whenever 
possible  except  where  prohibited  by  valid  and  existing 
rights."   (p.  160) 

"The  avoidance  stipulation,  when  applied,  would 
incorporate  wording  to  the  effect  'the  habitat  of  known 
populations  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants,  and  those 
remnant  vegetation  associations  specifically  identified, 
would  be  protected  from  man-induced  surface  disturbing 
activities,  whenever  possible  except  when  prohibited  by 
valid  and  existing  rights." 

The  use  of  such  phrases  as  "related,"  "specifically  indentif ied" 
and  "whenever  possible"  leads  us  to  believe  that  avoidance 
stipulations,  whatever  their  legal  meaning,  will  be  applied  very 
rarely.   Furthermore,  stipulations  cannot  be  used  to  restrict 
grazing,  timber  or  firewood  sales,  right-of-way  permits,  or  even 
oil  shale  leases.   As  a  result  of  all  these  weaknesses,  we 
conclude  that  the  botanical  riches  identified  in  the  inventory 
will  remain  unprotected. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  claims  that  several  rare  and 
sensitive  plant  populations  will  be  monitored  and  a  few  at  one 
site  will  be  fenced  to  protect  them  from  livestock  grazing. 
These  promised  actions,  which  would  result  in  minimal  protection 
at  best,  are  unlikely  to  take  place  because,  as  we  all  know, 
funding  for  BLM's  wildlife  habitat  programs  has  declined  every 
year. 
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Even  the  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative  describes  the  three  sites  at 
Deer  Gulch,  Dudley  Bluffs,  and  South  Cathedral  Bluffs  as  "high 
priority."   The  first  contains  the  world's  largest  concentration 
of  a  Candidate  2  plant  species,  Festuca  dasyclada,  and  good 
quality  occurrences  of  two  plant  communities  of  state 
significance.   Dudley  Bluffs  incorporates  the  best  sites  for  two 
nationally  significant  plant  communities.   South  Cathedral  Bluffs 
contains  the  type  locality  and  largest  known  population  of  a 
Category  2   species,  Thalictrum  heliophilum,  as  well  as  four 
species  of  state  significance. 


NRDC  believes  that  the  unfortunate  and  unac 
proposals  put  forward  in  the  DRMP  reflect  a  fund 
misinterpretation  of  "multiple  use."  Multiple  u 
allowing  exploitation  of  all  sites;  rather  it  me 
the  use  most  appropriate  to  the  site's  character 
in  mind  alternative  sources  of  the  various  socia 
There  are  no  other  sites  from  which  the  public  m 
benefits  associated  with  these  plant  species  and 
the  other  hand,  grazing  and  mineral  resources  ar 
available  elsewhere.  Designation  of  all  twelve 
in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  would  affect  only  .5 
livestock  AUM  allocation  in  the  Basin  and  oil  sh 
sites. 
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Therefore,  NRDC  strongly  urges  the  designation  of  the  twelve 
sites  recommended  in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  and  that 
appropriate  withdrawals  accompany  these  designations. 

NRDC  requests  that  our  comments  be  included  in  the  record 
and  that  they  be  addressed  in  the  final  RMP. 


Sincerely, 


~^M  Jkmy//41  Ctw/^? 


Faith  T.  Campbell 


The  Bureau  itself  recognizes  the  value  of  at  least  the  12 
sites  included  in  its  Wildlife  Alternative.   The  DRMP  states  that 
under  this  alternative, 


" [a]ll  known  populations  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants 
would  be  protected.   Uses  or  activities  that  would 
adversely  impact  these  plants  or  their  habitats  would  be 
excluded.   Remnant  vegetation  associations  would  also  be 
protected  from  any  surface  disturbing  activity  would 
result  in  adverse  impacts.   On-the-ground  surveys  by  a 
qualified  specialist  would  be  required  for  actions  in 
areas  of  known  or  potential  habitat  on  public  land  prior 
to  any  surface  distrubing  activity."   (p.  130) 
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Sierra  Club 

PUBLIC    LANDS    DEFENSE    NETWORK 
3  JOY  STREET    •   BOSTON,  MA  02108 


48  Mt.    Pleasant   St. 
Cambridge,    MA   02140 

July    22    1964 


John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  ^esource  Area 
PO  Box  928 
Mpeker,  CO  81641 


Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 


Thank  you  for  sending  a  copy  of  the  Piceance  Basin  draft  RMP  and  EIS . 
I  would  like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  great  amount  of  good  work 
BLM  has  put  into  the  development  of  these  documents  and  the  wealth  of 
helpful  information  that  they  contain. 

Overall,  I  find  the  "Wildlife  Alternative1'  a  much  better  management 
approach  to  the  "Preferred  Alternative",  In  particular ,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  gives  totally  inadequate  protection  to  the  12  rare  plant/ 
remnant  vegetative  association  sites  identified  by  the  Nature  Conservancy 
and  considered  in  this  planning  process.   It  is  important  to  remember  that 
in   FLPMA  Congress  puts  particular  emphasis  on  establishing  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern: 

Sec .  202(c)  In  the  development  and  revision  of  land  use  plans,  the 
Secretary  shall  - 

(3)  give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection  of  areas  of 
critical  environmental' concern; 

The  designation  of  a  mere  160  acres  of  one  site,  Soldier  Creek,  as  an 
ACEC  is  hardly  in  keeping  with  Congress's  requirement  for  the  planning 
process. 

These  12  sites  are  extremely  important  tracts  which  must  be  ass ur red 
of  future  protection  by  special  designation,  not  just  by  avoidance 
stipulations  for  future  management  actions.  All  the  designation  in  the 
Wildlife  Alternative  are  needed  and  would  have  minimal  effect  on  other 
resource  values.  Your  maps  show  virtually  no  conflict  between  these  areas 
and  energy  development;  the  details  in  Appendix  B  mention  some  productive 
leases  which  would  prevent  NSO  stipulations  but  could  be  carefully 
managed.   The  considerations  of  multiple  use  conflicts  in  Appendix  B 
together  with  the  decisions  not  to  designate  invididual  areas  as  SMA '  s  show 
any  conflict  being  decided  against  the  rare  plant  species  and  remnant 
vegetative  associations.  Conflicts  listed  include  100  acres  of  pinyon 
pine  and  juniper  which  could  be  sold  for  fuelwood,  existing  livestock 
fences  and  reserviors  constructing  by  grazing  permittees,  winter  grazing 
land  and  cattle  trails.  I  fail  to  see  how  these  uses  on  a  small  acreage, 
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whose  designation  as  SMAs  would  have  a  minimal  effect  on  the 
grazing  capacity  of  the  basin,  are  reasons  not  to  designate  these 
tracts  as  ACECs ,  RNAs ,  etc.  (Some  of  these  reasons  have  additional 
overtones.  If  construction  of  range  facilities  by  a  permittee 
leads  to  severe  restriction  on  management  options  for  a  piece 
of  public  land,  that  area  is,  to  some  degree,  becoming  private 

land.  If  1O0  acres  of  pinyon-juniper  woodland  must  be  considered 
for  fuelwood,  is  anything  to  be  left  unscathed?)  Several  candidate 
taxa  for  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  sites  with 
very  high  rankings  in  the  Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  are 
very  important  at  tributes  of  the  Basin  and  must  be  treated  as  such 
in  the  final  plan. 

I  also  have  one  comment  on  page  51.   This  is  confusing.  The  text 
says  that  only  Thalictrum  heliophilum  and  Festuca  dasyclada  are 
Category  2  taxa.  Table  11-13  shows  that  this  was  the  situation  in 
December  15  1980  and  that  the  Nov  28,  1983  situation  is  5  candidal 
species,  these  two  together  with  Astralagus  lutosus ,  Le  s  g  ue re 11a 
parvif lora  and  Physaria  obcordata.  In  addition,  there  is  the  new 
^enstemon  taxon,  which  could  well  finish  up  as  a  candidate. 


I  am  also  concerned  about  the  oil  shale  leasing  program,  Over 
the  last  few  years  we  have  seen  several  prototype  projects  fold. 
There  is  no  indication  that  oil  shale  developrcnt  will  become  - 
connercially  feasible  in  the  years  ahead.  This  feasibility  will 
require  both  technical  advances  and  very  substantial  increases  in 
oil  prices ,   The  acreage  already  leased  will  provide  ample  opport- 
unity for  future  prototype  projects  and  allow  technological 
development  and .demonstration  of  commercial  viability.  The  time  for 
making  additional  tracts  available  for  oil  shale  leasing  is  many 
years  away,  not  now. 

Thank  you  for  providing  me  with  this  opportunity  to  comment,  I 
look  forward  to  receiving  a  copy  of  the  final  RMP  and  EIS. 
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The  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management   "  ;~ 

Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement        .  ry_ 

Comrrtents  by:  '.--3-, 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop         ■"'.,'. 

The  Garfield  County  Citizens  Association, 


These  comments  on  the  BLM's  Resource  Management  Plan ' and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Piceance  Basin  are  being 
submitted  by  the  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  (AHW)  and  the  Garfield 
County  Citizens  Association  (GCCA).   The  AWK  represents  over 
150  residents  on  the  Soaring  Fork  River  Valley.   Organized  in 
1959,  its  purpose  is  to  address  issues  concerning  use  of  undevel- 
oped public  lands  in  the  West.   The  GCCA  is  made  up  of  about  50 
members,  mostly  residents  of  Garfield  County,  and  is  concerned 
about  issues  affecting  the  quality  of  life  in  Western  Colorado. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  important 
document.   We  also  appreciate  the  tremendous  effort  that  the  BLM 
has  put  into  this  document.   We  are  encouraged  by  the  recognition 
of  carrying  capacity  constraints  to  development.   We  also  endorse 
the  principle  that:  prototype  leases  must  prove  commercial  feasi- 
bilitv  before  additional  federal  leases  are  issued. 


However,  there  are  many  aspects  of  the  docuirient  with 
agree  and  we  feel  that  the  Citizens  Alternative  subm 
Colorado  Ooen  Space  Council  and  the  Friends  of  the  E 
superior  to  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  Citizens 
is  a  comprehensive  concensus  representing  the  effort 
a  myriad  of  people  and  organizations  that  are  cancer 
region.   We  feel  the  extra  protections  put  forth  in 
Alternative  are  necessary  for  the  the  valuable  resou 
Piceance  Basin.   Any  decision  made  for  the  Piceance 
affects  the  entire  region.   This  makes  it  critical 
conservative  approach  to  these  issues. 
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and  the  GCCA  are  very  concerned  about  the  issue  of 
quality.  We  feel  that  the  RMP  does  not  adequately  protect 
Colorado's  very  valuable  air  resource. 


The  final  RMP  needs  to  resolve  a  contradiction  concerning  ai- 
quality.   In  several  places  the  draf 
ions  for  existing  ai 


quality  (pgs 


t  repeats  the  legal  protect- 
23,  87,  169)  and  states  that 


the  Bffl  will  require  compliance".   However, 'the  BLM  then  selects 
an  alternative  that  it  admits  will  be  illegal  (170-171).   The 


RMP  seems  to  take  the  attitude  that  wherever  the  law 


may  get  in 


the  way,  it  should  just  be  ignored  or  changed.   This  is  inappro- 
priate.  We  urge  the  BLM  to  resolve  this  conflict  by  assuring 
minimum  air  quality  degredation  and  by  respecting  Class  I 
standards  in  its  final  Preferred  Alternative. 
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We  feel  the  RMP  should  define  BACT  as  that  which  is  least  emis- 
sive.  Emission  control  technology  is  improving  rapidly  and  it 
is  essential  that  our  region  has  as  much  prote> 


ion  as  possible.     59 
Objections  to  expense  of  such  equipment  only  serve  to  demonstrate 
that  the  time  is  not  yet  right  for  an  oil  shale  industry  in 
Western  Colorado. 

The  RMP  expresses  the  opinion  that  "the  atmosphere  has  a  great 
capacity  to  recover  from  pollution..."  and  the  "...  the  air  may 
be  expected  to  regain  its  present  high  quality",  (pg.  169)   But 
the  problems  attributed  to  acid  deposition  are  not  reversible 
without  tremendous  expense  and  effort.   Once  release  by  increased 
acidity,  heavy  metals  are  taken  up  by  plants  and  animals  through- 
out the  food  chain.   The  limited  buffering  capacity  of  alpine 
lakes  will  result  in  reducing  the  habitat  available  to   some  species 

We  do  not  agree  that  air  quality  would  ever  return  to  present 
conditions.   The  increase  in  urbanization  due  to  oil  shale 
development  would  prevent  this.   More  significantly,  the  tourism 
industry  that  presently  relies  so  heavily  on  the  benefits  of  clean 
air  and  unrestricted  visibility  would  suffer  irretrievably  in 
the  mean  time.   While  we  support  the  concept  of  economic  diversi- 
fication for  the  region,  we  feel  there  are  better  ways  to  going 
at  this  that  will  not  jeopardize  existing  businesses  and  resources 

While  we  understand  the  need  to  limit  data  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS 
document,  we  would  appreciate  more  information  concerning  what 
developments  the  Putnam,  Hayes  and  Bartlett  study  included  in 
arri  vring  at  carrying  capacity  parameters.   Are  such,  things  as 
crivate  oil  shale  development,  coal  mining,  regional  increases  in 
power  generation,  regional  increases  in  population  and  energy 
development  in  Utah  included?   How  many  different  development 
scenarios  did  they  consider?   If  these  things  were  not  covered, 
we  feel  an  updated  study  is  necessary  before  a  final  document.     _ 

Air  quality  modeling  is  very  rudimentary.   But  the  results  of 
making  the  ti'rong  guess  would  be  devastating  to  the  entire  region. 
Oil  shale  emissions  are  a  big  unknown:  some  are  toxic,  some  will 
be  carried  for  many  miles,  some  will  come  back  to  the  ground  in 
other  forms.   For  these  reasons  it  is  essential  to  take  an  extreme- 
ly conservative  approach  and  consider  these  substances  guilty 
until  proven  innocent.   The  BLM  should  use  its  authority  to 
protect  Colorado's  valuable  clean  air. 
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Members  of  the  AWW  and  the  GC-CA  are  also  concerned  about  the 
rare  and  sensitive  plants  issue.   The  Nature  Conservancy  is  a 
professional,  highly  respected  group,  their  recommendations 
should  not  be  dismissed  so  lightly.   We  encourage  the  BLM  to 
coordinate  with  them  and  to  exclude  surface  disturbing  activities 
from  known  populations.   It  is  necessary  to  set  these  areas  aside _ 
with  special  management  area  designations  to  be  perfectly  clear  on  . 
the  issue.   While,  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  potential  for 
protection  is  great: (p. 189) ,  the  potential  for  destruction  is  also 
great.   The  draft  document  admits  that  it  is  not  presently  possible 
to  enforce  and  monitor  the  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  (p.  109)  , 
This  indicates  that  it  is  critically  important  to  have  these 
specific,  legal  designations.   Otherwise  interpretation  of 
standards  and  expectations  is  too  subjective.   These  areas  need 
the  objective  protection  that  cannot  change  from  one  political 
administration  to  the  next. 

Ee  are  surprised  by  how  much  of  the  Piceance  Basin  is  prioritized 
for  oil  shale  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.   It  seems  to  us  that 
oil  shale  is  too  unproven,  too  unlikely  and  too  inefficient  to 
save  30?o  of  this  area  for  it.   This  is  especially  true  when 
considering  how  much  shale  oil  will  be  left  unrecovered  given 
today's  technology,  the  price  of  oil  produced  conventionally 
and  the  tapering  of  demand  for  oil  and  its  byproducts.   The  RMP 
seems  to  be  overreacting  to  circumstances  that  no  longer  exist. 

We  support  the  position  in  the  Citizens  Alternative  that  requires 
oil  shale  leasing  to  be  limited  to  methods  with  the  least  disturb- 
ance.  At  the  very  least,  we  recommend  that  "recovery  rates  and 
mining  success  ...  of  Tract  C-a's  open  pit  development"  must  - 
not  should-  "be  evaluated  prior  to  offering  an  additional  open 
pit  lease,"  (p. 153)   The  public  and  state  and  local  officials 
should  be  involved  in  this  evaluation. 

The  final  PUP  should  resolve  a  contradiction  in  the  draft  concerning 
development  of  coal.   In  some  places,  the  document  states  that 
24,635  acres  are   acceptable  for  surface  mining  (pgs,  5,  Bl ,  157) 
In  other  places  it  says  "the  coal  .  .  .  not  believed  to  be  recoverable 
by  surface  mining  techniques"  (pgs.  35,  175), 

Our  groups  endorse  the  idea  of  requiring  5  year  development  plans 
for  oil  and  gas  leases.   This  is  necessary  to  reduce  the  rampant 
proliferation  of  roads  in  the  Basin.   We  support  the  idea  of 
utility  corridors  to  reduce  their  impacts. 

Throughout  the  document,  reference  is  made  to  cuts  in  funding, 
Why,  then,  is  the  BJ>1  reducing  grazing  fees?   Can  this  Resource 
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Basin.   Its  implementation,  in  its  entirity,  is  essential. 

The  Asoen  Wilderness  Workshop  and  the  Garfield  County  Citizens 
Association  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Piceance  3asin  Resource  Management  Plan.   We  still  feel  there 
are  many  unanswered  questions  such  as:  What  is  the  demand  i0r 
timber  from  BLM  lands?   What  net  income  do  timber  sales  genera 
How  can  spent  shale  be  reclaimed?   How  well  will  native  animal 
adapt  to  the  faster  growina  non-native  plants  used  m  reclamat 
How  are  non-quantifiable  benefits  balanced  against  quantifiabl 
benefits  in  the  Plan?   What  are  the  purported  benef itial ■  erfe 
of  livestock  grazing?   Why  weren't  the  impacts  of  livestock  gr 
analyzed?   Why  is  a  4  year  old  draft  EIS  on  grazing  incorporate   _ 
into  this  document?   How  will  local  businesses  be  able  to  pay 
employees  wages  competitive  with  those  of  the  oil  shale  industry. 

Management  of  such  a  large  area  with  so  many  unknowns  is  a 
difficult  undertaking.   Yet  each  decision  has  very  far-reacmng 
impacts.   Since  it  is  impossible  to  guess  correctly  m  every 
instance,  it  is  essential  to  err  on  the  side  of  caution  and  loosen 
restrictions  later  if  necessary  rather  than  to  be  too  permissive 
in  the  beginning  and  risk  irrepairable  damage  to  the  region's 
valuable  resources.   We  feel  the  Citizens  Alternative  will  help 
the  BLM  avoid  the  worst  of  these  pitfalls. 


Submitted  by: 

Louise  Noyes 

125  2  County  Road    112 

Carbondale,    Colorado 

81623 

for: 

Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop 

Garfield  County  Citizens  Association 
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2580  Parfet  Street 
Lakewood,  Colorado 

July  22,  1984 


Please  publish  this  letter  in  your  final  Kesource  Management 
Plan.   Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  my  views. 

Very  truly  youTs, 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado   81641 


Mar}'  E  .  Edwards 


£ 


Dear  S  ir : 

I  am  writ ing  in  regards  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  which  was  released  on 
April  16,  1984. 

It  is  my  view  that  the  Preferred  Management  Alternative  of  this 
plan  does  not  go  far  enough  in  protecting  threatened,  endangered, 
rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vegetation  associations. 

It  does  not  seem  possible  for  a  number  of  reasons  that  the 
use  of  "Avoidance  Stipulations",  "No  surface  Occupancy"  and 
"Monitoring"  can  provide  the  same  protection  to  plants  and 
plant  associations  that  the  Special  Management  Areas  proposed 
in  the  Nature  Conservancy" s  study  of  1982  would  allow. 

I  feel  that  the  B.L.M,  should  act  now  to  insure  Special 
Management  Area  designation  for  12  of  the  proposed  sites,  and 
reconsider  their  reasoning  in  excluding  from  consideration 
the  remaining  8  sites  proposed  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  study. 
The  total  area  of  the  20  proposed  sites  is  very  tiny  (3%) 
compared  with  the  total  Basin  area,  and  it  is  important  to  make 
sure  that  we  perpetuate  at  least  this  much  of  the  natural  vege- 
tation for  the  future  for  the  following  reasons: 


1.   as  baseline  areas  for  reference 
mined  areas . 


the  reclamation  of 
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2.  by  preventing  the  extinction  of  several  of  the  Basin's 

rare  plants  that. are  uniquely  adapted  to  this  environ- 
ment, new  strains  of  these  plants  might  be  developed 
to  be  of  use  in  oil  land  reclamation. 

3.  to  preserve  a  portion  of  the  Basin's  genetic  resources 
for  future  study  and  use  (who  knows  the  unrealized 
potential  there  may  be  for  medicine,  food,  economic 
resources  in  little- known  plants?) 


4 .   as  the  best  examples  left  of  these  natural  lands  for 
research,  study  and  enjoyment  by  the  generations  of 
the  future. 
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JOHNR.  DONNELL 

Oil-Shale  Consullam 

6015  So.  Milwaukee  Way 

Lililelon.  Colorado  80121 


(303)798-1168 


July  23,  196t 


RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White    River   Resource   Area 

P.O.    Box   928 

Meeker,  Colorado    816H1 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  Team  is  to  be  commended  for  its  con- 
siderable effort  expended  on  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
alternative  scenerios  for  the  future  management  of  the  Piceance 
Creek  Basin.   However,  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin  RMP  is  developed 
from  the  point  of  view  that  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin  is  similar 
to  any  other  tract  of  federal  land  managed  by  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.   Therefore,  one  that  contains  surface  resources 
available  for  recreational  activities,  wildlife  habitat,  live- 
stock habitat,  and  mineral  resources  including  oil  and  gas,  coal, 
and  oil  shale  and  associated  minerals.   This  is  not  like  any 
other  parcel  of  land  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere  in  the 
world.   The  Piceance  Creek  Basin  is  one  of  the  unique  areas  of 
the  world  for,  in  addition  to  excellent  grazing  land  for  live- 
stock and  good  winter  habitat  for  deer  it  contains  ,  in  an  area 
of  1500  square  miles ,  an  in  place  resource  of  a  trillion  barrels 
of  shale  oil  or  about  one  million  barrels  per  acre.   An  additional 
29  billion  tons  of  nahcolite  and  19  billion  tons  of  dawsonite  is 
associated  with  the  oil  shale. 

Every  effort  should  be  made  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  to  encourage  the  development  of  the  oil- shale 
resource  in  a  way  that  the  optimum  recovery  of  the  resource  will 
be  assured.   This  will  involve: 

1.  A  thorough  study  of  the  characteristics  of  the  resource  to 
delineate  the  areas  best  suited  to  surface  mining  and  those 
amenable  to  underground  mining.   Open  pit  mining  of  the  oil 
shale  will  produce  much  more  oil  per  unit  area  with  less 
ultimate  environmental  disturbance  per  barrel  produced  than 
any  other  extraction  method. 

2.  Effect  land  exchanges  for  the  best  interest  of  both  the 
federal  government  and  the  private  sector.   An  examination  of 
a  mineral  ownership  map  of  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin  shows 
that  mineral  ownership  closely  approximates  the  surface  owner- 
ship shown  on  map  1,  The  Resource  Management  Plan  Map.   This 
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indicates  that  almost  the  entire  valley  of  Piceance  Creek 
is  privately  owned.   This  is  also  true  for  many  of  the  major 
north  flowing  tributaries  of  Piceance  Creek.   Ownership  along 
the  drainage  of  Yellow  Creek  and  its  tributaries  is  quite 
similar.   This  ownership  pattern  as  it  now  exists  definately 
restricts  future  leasing  options. 


3.  A  concerted  effort  mus 
the  unpatented  pre  192 
than  100,000  acres  of 
by  oil  shale  has  a  clo 
federal  government  and 
litigation  and  essenti 
to  patent.  This  remov 
in  possible  future  lea 
hesitant  to  lease  land 


t  be  made  to  resolve  the  ownership  of 
0  oil  shale  claims  .   At  present  more 
federal  land  in  Colorado  underlain 
ud  on  the  title.   Since  the  1960 's  the 

the  claiments  have  been  engaged  in 
ally  none  of  the  claims  have  proceeded 
es  additional  land  from  consideration 
sing  for  potential  lessees  will  be 

that  does  not  have  clear  title. 
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The  RMP  as  it  is  presently  written  does  not  indicate  what  criteria 
were  used  to  define  the  areas  available  for  open  pit  mining.   It 
does  not  list  the  maximum  thickness  of  overburden,  the  thickness 
and  value  of  the  oil  shale,  and  the  waste  to  ore  ratio  considered 
in  the  designation  of  areas  amenable  to  open  pit  mining.   A  com- 
parison of  the  open  pit  pattern  on  fig.  111-17  with  U.S.G.S.  map 
MF-309  indicates  that  the  maximum  overburden  is  about  500  feet 
along  the  east  margin  of  the  pattern.   Very  little  is  known  about 
the  thickness  and  value  of  oil  shale  in  the  patterned  area  of 
T.1N.  R.99W.   What  information  is  available  indicates  that  the 
waste  to  ore  ratio  is  too  great  to  consider  the  area  for  open 
pit  mining. 

In  column  2  page  155  a  statement  is  made  that  land  exchanges  will 
be  considered,  however  most  of  the  remainder  of  the  paragraph  is 
devoted  to  listing  reasons  why  an  exchange  will  not  be  considered. 
Approximately  25  square  miles  of  previously  described  tracts  of 
land  along  the  major  stream  valleys  in  the  northern  half  of  the 
Piceance  Creek  Basin  are  privately  owned.   A  total  of  more  than 
16  billion  barrels  of  oil  is  contained  in  the  oil  shale  underlying 
these  tracts.   Unfortunately  most  of  these  private  landholdings 
consist  of  elongate  parcels  about  one  quarter  to  one  half  mile 
wide  and  several  miles  long.   This  land  configuration  does  not 
lend  itself  to  commercial  extraction  of  the  resource.   None  of  the 
16  billion  barrels  will  be  recovered  from  these  irregular  tracts 
unless  they  are  assembled  into  minable  blocks  through  an  exchange 
of  lands  with  the  federal  government .   These  land  exchanges  will 
simplify  the  ownership  pattern  in  the  basin  and  enable  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  more  easily  manage  the  land. 

Yours  truly, 
^ — -John  R.  Donnell 
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Mr.   John  Singlaub 
July  24,   1984 
Page  Two 


July  24,    1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub 

Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

Keeker,   CO     81641 

Dear  Mr.    Singlaub: 

We  wish  to  thank  the  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Previous  workshops  held  by  the  BLM  to  identify  and 
discuss  areas  of  concern  were  beneficial  and  helped  resolve  several 
problems.  However,  we  continue  to  have  serious  concerns  with  the  carry- 
ing capacity  and  socioeconomic  mitigation  requirements  and  believe  that 
these  requirements  should  be  deleted  from  the  RMP.  In  addition,  the  BLM 
proposed  land  exchange  policy  in  the  RMP  is  inconsistent  with  existing 
';        and   should  be  revised. 

Within  the  same  region,  resource  management  policies  regarding 
socioeconomic  mitigation  requirements  should  be  consistent  to  ensure 
equal  treatment  and  cohesive  planning.  Furthermore,  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  a  stipulation  which  requires  a  lessee  to  "consult"  with 
local  and  state  officials  and  one  which  would  require  the  lessee  to 
"reach  an  agreement."  The  issue  is  somewhat  different  from  that  pre- 
sented in  the  case  of  Ventura  County  v.  Gulf  Oil  Corporation  where  the 
key  was  whether  local  regulation  had  been  preempted  by  federal  law.  In 
the  present  case,  instead  of  the  local  governments  trying  to  impose  their 
requirements  on  federal  lessees  contrary  to  BLM's  wishes,  BLM's  RMP  pro- 
poses to  freely  delegate  such  authority  to  the  state  and  local  govern- 
ment. In  other  words,  BLM  would  be  delegating  the  authority  to  the  state 
and  local  government  that  would  in  essence  give  them  a  veto  power  over 
development  of  federal  oil  shale  leases  since  "an  agreement"  must  be 
reached  with  them  on  socioeconomic  mitigation.  Absent  such  an  agreement, 
then  the  local  governments  could  effectively  halt  any  development  of  the 
federal      lease.  Absent      specific      congressional      authorization,      the 

Secretary  of  Interior  cannot  delegate  his  duties  under  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act,  FLPMA  or  any  other  statute  to  the  state  and  local 
governments. 

Secondly,  the  incorporation  of  a  threshold  or  carrying  capacity 
concept  short  circuits  the  normal  multiple-use  resource  trade-offs  and 
precludes  adequate  consideration  of  the  mineral  value.  Incorporation  of 
the  threshold  concept  maybe  in  conflict  with  the  statutory  mandates  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  and  the  various  mineral  devel- 
opment statutes  that  require  multiple-use  management. 


Section  102(a)12  of  FLPMA  specifically  requires  BLM  to  recognize  the 
"need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals. . .including  implementation  of  the 
Mining  and  Minerals  Act  of  1970."  Federal  land  use  planning  is  not  per- 
mitted to  eliminate  lands  from  future  consideration  for  leasing  before 
the  mineral  values  are  considered.  These  "thresholds"  will  be  set  with- 
out multiple-use  valuation  effectively  bypassing  the  traditional  resource 
use  balancing  and  biasing  the  system  against  mineral   development. 

Third,  the  laws  allows  land  exchanges  with  no  limitations  on  size  as 
long  as  they  are  in  the  public  interest.  It  is  improper  for  the  BLM  to 
make  administrative  change  to  current  statutes.  Therefore,  the  RMP 
should  estabish  a  policy  consistent  with  current  law  that  would  allow 
land  exchanges  that  improve  irregular  boundaries  and  coalesces  small 
tracts   into   large  tracts. 

During  our  review  we  also  identified  several  other  areas  of  concern 
that  merit  additional  review  by  the  BLM.  They  include  air  quality 
related  values,  mandatory  protections  areas,  special  management  "areas, 
hydrology,    utility  corridors,   and  resource  recovery/mining   technology. 

Finally,  we  identified  some  issues  that  could  not  be  categorized 
with  our  primary  concerns,  as  well  as,  some  technical  problems  in  the  RMP 
narrative. 

We  have  attached  our  detailed  comments  and  Rio  8lanco  Oil  Shale 
Company's  comments  relating  to  the  Special  Management  Areas  for  your 
consideration.  Again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,   please  don't  hesitate  to  contact 


Sincerely, 


Richard  M.  Lieber 

Chairman 

RMOGA  Committee  on  Oil    Shale 


RML;psa 
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RMOGA  COMMITTEE  ON  OIL  SHALE 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  PICEANCE  BASIN 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT  STATEMENT   (RMP/EIS) 


The  RMOGA  Committee  on  Oil  Shale  submits  the  following  detailed 
comments  on  the  proposed  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental    Impact  Statement. 

Our   primary  concerns  with  the  RMP  are  as  follows: 
Carrying  Capacity 

We  are  opposed  to  the  BLM's  proposal  of  basing  leasing  decisions  on 
carrying  capacity.  Because  of  the  dynamic  nature  of  carrying  capacities 
and  the  uncertainties  involved  with  measuring  and  evaluating  them,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  assign  finite  carrying  capacity  limits  and  as  a 
practical  matter  we  don't  believe  that  this  would  be  possible.  Also, 
setting  arbitrary  carrying  capacity  thresholds  assumes  no  mitigation  is 
possible.  By  disallowing  leasing  when  the  BLM  decides  that  certain  arbi- 
trary thresholds  have  been  reached,  prospective  developers  are  prevented 
from  presenting  plans  which  may  in  fact  include  mitigation  that  would 
enable  additional  development  to  proceed.  Ue  believe,  therefore,  that  it 
would  be  inappropriate  to  use  such  an  arbitrary  concept  as  the  major 
decision  making  criteria  for  allowing  additional  leasing.  This  concept 
would  unnecessarily  constrain  development. 

The  environmental  carrying  capacity  limits  or  "thresholds"  contained  in 
Table   III-9  refer  to   federal    and   state  regulatory   standards  now  enforced 
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through  the  permitting  processes.  The  appropriate  time  to  determine 
whether  or  not  a  particular  oil  shale  project  can  meet  the  referenced 
environmental  requirements  is  at  the  time  of  permit  review  and  not  at  the 
preleasing  stage.  Furthermore,  the  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
particular  project  meets  an  environmental  regulatory  standard  should  be 
made  by  the  government  agency  with  the  vested  responsibility  and  tech- 
nical capability  to  enforce  a  particular  environmental  law,  and  not  the 
BLM. 

Agencies  such  as  EPA  and  the  Colorado  Department  of  Health  regularly 
enforce  regulations  that  affect  the  operations  and  plans  of  the  oil  shale 
industry.  Any  entity  leasing  property  from  BLM  becomes  directly  liable 
to  the  regulatory  agencies  for  compliance  with  their  respective  regula- 
tions. BLM  does  not  share  in  this  liability.  There  is  no  need  for  BLM 
to  presume  to  enforce  such  regulations  on  behalf  of  other  agencies 
through  the  leasing  program.  The  RMP  carrying  capacity  proposal  essen- 
tially adds  an  additional  layer  of  bureaucracy  on  the  industry  in  terms 
of  regulatory  compliance  which  is  an  unnecessary  burden  to  both  the  BLM 
and  the   industry. 

The  carrying  capacity  concept  short  circuits  the  normal  multiple-use 
resource  trade-offs  and  precludes  adequate  consideration  of  the  mineral 
value.  Incorporation  of  the  threshold  concept  can  be  considered  as  being 
in  conflict  with  the  statutory  mandates  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  and  the  various  mineral  development  statues  that  require 
multiple-use  management. 
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Nevertheless,  if  carrying  capacity  is  retained  by  the  BLM,  the  RMP  should 
explain  in  detail  how  the  BLM  intends  to  implement  this  concept.  As 
previously  discussed,  we  have  many  questions  on  the  practicality  of 
actually  measuring  and  evaluating  carrying  capacity  for  air,  water,  wild- 
life resources  and  socioeconomic  conditions.  What  would  be  the  organiza- 
tional framework  for  determining  carrying  capacity  and  how  would  informa- 
tion be  collected  and  evaluated?  Who  would  be  responsible  for  setting 
limits,  and  what  type  of  input  would  governmental  agencies,  industry,  and 
local  concerns  have  in  the  process?  What  type  of  mechanism  would  be  used 
for  resolving  conflicts  on  data  interpretation  and  appropriate  carrying 
capacity  limits?  Would  noncompliance  of  only  one  threshold  be  sufficient 
cause  for  the  BLM  to  disallow  additional  leasing  or  would  it  take  non- 
compliance of  two  or  more  thresholds?  Would  trade-offs  be  allowed 
between  decreasing  and  increasing  carrying  capacities,  and  would  any  one 
of  the  carrying  capacities  have  precedence  over  the  others?  These  are 
only  a  few  of  the  questions  that  should  be  fully  and  adequately  addressed 
by  the  BLM.  We  believe  that  upon  full  consideration  of  these  questions 
and  all  other  issues  identified,  herein,  BLM  will  be  compelled  to  abandon 
the  carrying  capacity  approach  as  arbitrary  and  impractical. 

In  addition,  the  air  quality  carrying  capacity  discussion  is  based  on  a 
1982  study  by  Putnam,  Hayes  and  Bartlett.  The  stated  purpose  was  to 
evaluate  alternative  methods  for  PSD  increment  allocation  and  management 
and  not  to  define  the  potential  upper  limits  for  oil  shale  development. 
The  authors  indicate  the  following  with  regard  to  the  uncertainties  in 
their  analysis: 
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"Due  to  the  many  uncertainties  and  limitations  surrounding  the 
data  and  air  quality  modeling  associated  with  the  analysis,  the 
results  for  individual  sources  in  Class  I  areas  should  be  viewed 
with  caution.  The  various  estimates  and  modeling  procedures  that 
are  crucial  to  the  analysis  are  very  crude  at  this  stage  of 
development.  Current  estimates  of  production  capacities,  emis- 
sion rates,  effectiveness  of  control  technology,  and  the  rate  and 
pattern  of  development  are  only  speculative  at  this  time,  even  on 
the  part  of  industry,  and  may  change  considerably  as  the  oil 
shale  industry  develops.  The  air  quality  impacts  are  only  rough 
approximations  because  of  the  inability  of  existing  models  to 
accurately  estimate  impacts  in  complex  terrain  areas  over  long 
distances,  which  are  typical  in  the  study  area.  Before  credible 
estimates  can  be  made  that  serve  as  the  basis  for  actual  permit- 
ting decisions,  more  advanced  modeling  procedures  are  more  exten- 
sive meteorological    data  bases  will    have  to   be  developed. 

As  a  result  of  these  limitations,  the  results  of  this  analysis 
serve  to  illustrate  the  relative  impacts  of  alternative  alloca- 
tion methods  and  do  not  represent  precise  results  for  the  area. 
Even  though  the  analysis  offers  informative  comparisons  among 
options,  no  conclusions  should  be  drawn  as  to  which  facilities 
might  obtain  permits  or  the  ultimate  air  quality  impact  of  the 
potential  development.  The  analysis  should  be  used  only  for  its 
intended  purpose  of  judging  the  relative  effectiveness  and  effi- 
cacy of  the  various  management   approaches." 
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Because  of  the  significant  technical  weakness  in  this  analysis,  no 
numerical  limits  on  oil  shale  production  should  be  included  in  the  RMP. 

The  draft  states  on  page  155  that  "even  under  the  strongest  economic 
pressures,  impacts  must  be  kept  within  the  limits  of  the  established 
carrying  capacities  of  the  environment  and  communities."  However,  this 
statement  ignores  the  underlying  factors  that  have  made  oil  shale  devel- 
opment appear  economically  attractive  in  the  past.  In  1973,  the  Arab  oil 
embargo  gave  rise  to  domestic  oil  shortages  and  accompanying  price 
increases.  The  Iranian  crisis  of  1979  also  triggered  oil  supply  disloca- 
tions. Each  time  domestic  oil  supply  was  disrupted,  the  reaction  was  a 
high  national  priority  to  develop  all  forms  of  domestic  energy  resources, 
particulary  oil  shale.  Given  the  national  priority  on  development  which 
has  accompanied  the  economic  pressure  in  the  past,  the  BLM's  approach  to 
limit  development  through  carrying  capacity  is  not  realistic. 

Socioeconomic 


The  draft  RMP  states  on  page  215  the  following  socioeconomic  mitigation 
stipulation  which  the  BLM  would  be  committed  to  enforcing:  "A  condition 
of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall  be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  govern- 
ments shall  develop  a  mutually  agreeable  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation 
plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed  Development  Plan". 

At  issue  here  is  whether  the  BLM  adopts  a  policy  which  provides  that  it 
may  cancel  a  lease  if  the  lessee  does  not  comply  with  local  socioeconomic 
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plans,  through  the  requirement  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected 
governments  develop  a  "mutually  agreeable"  plan. 

BLM. would  be  delegating  authority  to  the  state  and  local  government  that 
would  in  essence  give  them  a  veto  power  over  development  of  federal  oil 
shale  leases  since  "an  agreement"  must  be  reached  with  them  on  socioeco- 
nomic mitigation.  We  believe  that  without  specific  congressional  author- 
ization, the  Secretary  of  Interior  cannot  delegate  his  duties  under  the 
Mineal  Leasing  Act,  FLPMA  or  any  other  statute  to  the  state  and  local 
governments. 

The  stipulation  is  a  controversial  issue,  which  should  be  resolved  by  the 
express  policy  guidance  of  the  BLM  at  its  higher  levels.  There  currently 
is  no  such  policy  in  the  SLM  regarding  socioeconomic  mitigation  for  oil 
shale  projects,  although,  the  BLM  did  consider  socioeconomic  policy 
regarding  mitigation  for  coal  leasing  in  the  same  region.  The  stipula- 
tion, had  it  been  adopted,  would  have  required  impact  information  to  be 
gathered  in  consultation  with  local  governments. 

The  BLM  policy  memorandum  which  resulted  in  the  deletion  of  the  preceding 
coal  stipulation  calls  into  question  the  validity  of  the  socioeconomic 
stipulation  which  is  referenced  as  a  model  for  the  stipulation  proposed 
in  the  draft  RMP.  The  BLM  socioeconomic  policy  for  coal  was  developed 
and  effective  after  the  printing  of  the  Prototype  EIS,  and  thus  super- 
cedes the  Prototype  EIS.   The  socioeconomic  policy  for  oil  shale  in  the 
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White  River  Resource  Area  should  be  the  same  as  the  existing  policy  for 
coal  in  the  same  region  to  ensure  equal  treatment  and  cohesive  planning 
and,  therefore  the  stipulation  in  the  RMP  should  be  deleted. 

Furthermore,  the  RHP  states  that  the  socioeconomic  lease  stipulations 
shall  be  similar  to  Section  15  of  the  1983  Supplemental  E1S  for  the 
Prototype  program.  Part  A  of  Section  15  says  "the  lessee  is  required  to 
consult  with  the  affected  government  agency  in  addressing  social,  econo- 
mic and  transportation  impacts."  This  is  in  conflict  with  the  RMP  stat- 
ing that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall  develop  a  mutually 
agreeable  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  plan  at  the  time  of  submission 
of  the  Detailed  Development  Plan. 

In  summary,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  can  delegate  its  responsibi- 
lities to  state  and  local  government  absent  specific  congressional 
authorization.  In  addition,  the  BLM  district  office  should  consult  with 
the  regional  office  to  make  these  provisions  consistent  for  all  minerals 
throughout  the  region. 
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A  major  obstacle  in  the  development  of  private  oil  shale  lands  and 
leasing  of  federal  lands  is  the  small  and  irregular  shape  of  many  tracts. 
The  RMP  should  establish  a  strategy  of  land  exchanges  that  improves 
irregular  boundaries  and  consolidates  small  tracts  into  larger  tracts. 
We  recommend  replacing  the  language  in  the  fourth  paragraph  on  page  155 
dealing  with  oil  shale  land  exchanges,  with  the  language  on  exchanges  on 
page   123. 

In  addition  to  the  above  comments  regarding  our  most  significant 
concerns,  we  would  recommend  that  the  BLM  review  the  following  areas  of 
concern  to  the  oil    shale  industry: 

AQRV '  s 

A  reference  was  made  on  page  13  to  air  quality  related  values  (AQRV),  but 
no  discussion  was  provided  to  address  AQRV  assessments.  No  quantitative 
guidelines  have  been  established,  therefore,  any  enforcement  would  be 
arbitrary.  This  issue  should  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  current  regula- 
tions (PSD).  The  RMP  should  discuss  methods  for  monitoring  AQRV's. 
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Land  Exchanges 

We  recommend  deletion  of  the  statements  as  found  on  pages  5  and  155  that 
exchanges  of  large  blocked  up  Federal  lands  would  be  discouraged  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  It  is  not  clear  why  this  statement  is  made  for 
the  Preferred  Alternative  and  not  for  any  of  the  other  alternatives  since 
the  law  allows  exchanges  with  no  limitations  on  size  as  long  as  they  are 
in  the  public   interest. 
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Mandatory  Protection  Areas 

Mandatory  protection  areas  withdraw  land  for  wildlife  habitats.  The  RMP 
states  on  page  56  that  special  management  is  required  by  law  and  regula- 
tion. In  the  mandatory  protection  areas,  leasing  of  oil  shale  minerals 
for  open  pit  development  would  not  be  allowed,  and  there  are  a  number  of 
these  areas  within  the  oil  shale  priority  boundaries.  The  inclusions  of 
small  mandatory  protection  areas  will   seriously  restrict  open  pit  mining. 
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While  the  RMP  precludes  surface  occupancy  in  the  mandatory  protection 
areas,  the  Chapter  II  description  of  the  planning  area  indicates  on  page 
55  that  there  are  no  critical  wildlife  habitats  in  the  Basin.  Thus, 
there  is   a  conflict   between  the  description  of  the  Basin   and  the  RMP. 

If  there  are  no  critical  wildlife  habitats,  we  recommend  that  the  manda- 
tory protection  areas  be  deleted.  Open  pit  mining  is  a  temporary  land 
use,  and  after  mining,  the  land  will  be  reclaimed.  Furthermore,  the  man- 
datory protection  areas  lock  up  a  valuable  oil  shale  resource  indefi- 
nitely for  a  non-critical    habitat  that  ultimately  can  be  restored. 

Special    Management  Areas 

We  agree  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  12  special  management  areas 
(SMA's)  considered  in  the  RMP  should  not  receive  special  designation  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative.  However,  the  fact  that  most  of  the  candidate 
SMA's  would  receive  protection  that  is  not  required  by  law  in  the  form  of 
avoidance  or  no  occupancy  stipulations  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
raises  the  basic  question  of  why  some  of  the  plant  associations  of 
"Highest  State  Concern"  are  being  singled  out  for  protection. 

In  most  instances  plant  associations  are  identified  by  researchers  as  a 
means  of  subdividing  the  complex  vegetation  mosaic  into  units,  to  enable 
a  better  description  of  the  flora  of  an  area.  These  associations  sre 
artificial  entities  subject  entirely  to  the  "eye  of  the  beholder."  (See 
attached  evaluation  submitted  by  Rio  Blanco  Oil  Shale  Company.)  Because 
one,    or    even    several,    researchers    chose    to    delineate    an    association    in 
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the  Piceance  Basin  is  not  necessarily  reason  to  protect  that  association. 
This  is  particularly  true  when  the  various  association  components  are 
comprised  of  very  common  species,  as  are  most  of  those  listed  in  the 
candidate  SMA's.  Furthermore,  no  specific  legal  protection  is  afforded 
such  common  plant  associations,  unlike  threatened  and  endangered  plants 
on  public  lands.  Therefore,  we  would  recommend  that  the  proposed  SMA's 
not   be  included   as  avoidance  or  special   protection  areas  in  the  RMP. 

Hydrology 

On  page  45  and  the  supporting  text,  description  of  the  hydrology  is 
classical,  but  not  representative  of  the  current  evidence.  There  is 
strong  evidence  (For  example:  Application  for  Permit  to  Inject  Water 
Produced  From  Oil  Shale  Tract  Cb  -  November,  1978  -  Submitted  to  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Health;  Paper  by  J.  8urman,  1982,  -  15th  Oil  Shale 
Symposium  -  "Some  questions  on  Piceance  Basin  Hydrology";  and  G.  E. 
Tempo,  1980  -  Monitoring  Groundwater  Qual ity--Impact  of  Modified  In  Situ 
Oil  Shale  Retorting  -  EPA,  Los  Angeles  -  Contract  #68-03-2444)  to  indi- 
cate that  the  Piceance  Creek  source  is  not  the  result  of  groundwater 
movement  to  the  surface  as  shown  in  Figure  11-8.  The  geology-hydrology 
in  the  Piceance  Basin  is  very  different  from  the  classical  cases  commonly 
reported  in  hydrology  text.  Most  of  the  groundwater  modeling  work, 
primarily  developed  for  the  eastern  part  of  the  U.S.,  is  based  on  the 
concepts  shown  in  Figure  11-8.  The  basic  premise  for  flows  shown  in  the 
figure  is  that  of  porous  media.  It  is  currently  well  known  that  the 
Piceance  Basin  hydrology  is  based  on  fracture  systems  which  completely 
negates  this  simplistic  classical  approach  shown  in  Figure  11-8.   The 
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hydrology  discussion  and  Figure  1 1-8  should  be  qualified  as  not  represen- 
tative and  that  Piceance  Creek  is  not  the  direct  result  of  groundwater 
supply,  but  rather  surface  supply. 
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Water  quality  impacts  associated  with  open  pit  mining  are  again  highly 
operation  dependent  and  location  dependent.  For  example,  such  mining 
operations  may  or  may  not  enter  the  lower  aquifer. 


The  basis  needs  to  be  provided  for  the  statement  that  tracts  contained  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  are  underlain  by  groundwater  aquifer  system  in 
hydraulic  connection  with  groundwater  in  the  White  River  Basin.  On  Page 
182  the  discussion  also  references  the  potential  for  increases  in  aquifer 
mixing  as  the  result  of  shaft  and  mine  dewatering.  For  example,  Tract 
C-a  has  been  dewatering  around  its  mine  since  the  late  1970's  and  no  such 
impacts  have  been  observed.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  local 
changes   in  groundwater  flow  direction  due  to  dewatering  are  temporary. 
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BLM  should  not  concern  itself  with  water  rights.  The  State  Water  Courts 
are  required  by  state  law  to  handle  such  matters  as  they  arise  with  any 
water  rights  applicant  or  owner.  The  BLM  has  no  such  authority.  In 
recent  federal  resource  management  proposals,  federal  agencies  have 
attempted  to  establish  a  water  rights  regulatory  role  and  have  been  met 
with  strong  opposition.  If  the  lessee  estimates  are  incorrect  as  to  its 
water  requirements  or  extent  of  impact,  the  lessee  will  suffer  the 
damages. 
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A  clear  perspective  on  the  effects  of  development  on  salinity  at  Imperial 
Dam  as  discussed  on  page  183  needs  to  be  provided.  Most  of  the  indicated 
changes  are  in  the  1  to  2  mg/1  range  which  is  likely  the  noise  level  of 
the  data.  In  addition,  the  cost  consequences  of  these  various  increases 
in  salinity  should  be  defined  in  terms  of  the  time  period  of  that  cost. 
Is  it  an  annual  cost  or  a  one  time  cost?  In  addition,  it  is  assumed  that 
all  the  water  consumed  for  development  will  come  from  the  White  River. 
However,  some  of  the  water  for  development  will  be  from  groundwater 
sources.  The  discussion  seems  to  indicate  that  the  flow  reduction  of 
about  8.2  percent  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  accept- 
able, yet  the  11  percent  flow  reduction  in  the  White  River  associated 
with  the  oil  shale  alternative  is  significant.  The  exact  criteria  for 
arriving  at  this  conclusion  need  to  be  provided. 
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Util ity  Corridors 

It  is  prudent  to  establish  in  the  RMP  all  utility  corridors  that  may  be 
of  use.  Considerion  of  all  likely  corridors  at  this  time,  may  prevent  a 
need  for  a  future  EIS. 

The  RMP  precludes  open  pit  mining  in  utility  corridors.  This  limitation 
is  unnecessary  because  the  corridors  can  be  shifted  and  returned  to  their 
original  position  after  an  open  pit  mine  migrates  through  an  area.  In 
addition,  the  limitation  may  lock  up  oil  shale  reserves  that  otherwise 
would  be  recoverable. 

Resource  Recovery/Mining  Technology 

Generally,  the  RMP  discusses  open  pit  and  underground  mining  priority 
areas  in  a  way  that  limits  each  area  to  only  the  named  mining  method. 
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(For  example,  see  the  discussion  on  page  153.)  It  is  not  possible  or 
desirable  to  specify  a  particular  mining  method  in  the  RMP.  This  deci- 
sion is  best  made  at  the  time  of  mine  plan  development  when  the  most 
efficient  mining  method  should  be  chosen  in  terms  of  resource  recovery 
and  current  economic  conditions.  Furthermore,  various  studies  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  show  the  open  pit/underground  mining  areas  with  different 
boundaries  than  those  delineated  in  the  RMP.  One  example  is  the  Rand 
report  Oil  Shale  in  the  Piceance  Basin  -  An  Analysis  of  Land  Use  Issues 
by  David  Rubenson  and  Richard  Pei,  R3040-RC,  July  1983  and  the  refer- 
ences. We  recommend  the  RMP  discuss  mining  methods  in  a  more  general  way 
so  that  no  potential  recovery  method  is  inadvertently  excluded. 

We  also  recommend  that  the  RMP  make  it  clear  that  any  oil  shale  priority 
area  is  not  restricted  to  a  particular  mining  method.  In  making  this 
revision,  the  maps  can  be  simplified  by  reducing  the  three  oil  shale 
priority  areas  to  two  areas:  oil  shale  (multi-minerals)  and  oil  shale 
(unrestricted).  Incidentally,  the  map  addendum  indicates  that  open  pit, 
underground  and  multi-mineral  recovery  are  compatible  activities.  How- 
ever, this  addendum  discussion  is  insufficient  and  conflicts  with  the 
main  text. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  uncategorized  comments. 
Map  Locations 

Page  59  -  National  Register  -  The  location  of  Duck  Creek  Wickiup  Village 
is  not  shown  on  any  of  the  maps.  White  River  City  mentioned  on  page  6  is 
also  not  shown  on  any  of  the  maps. 
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Employment   and  Housing 

Page    70   -    The    figures    on    employment    are    out    of    date    and    the    RMP   needs 

some   additional    discussion   to   reflect   how  the   unemployment    situation    has 

changed   since  1982. 

Page   71    -  The   figures   on   housing    are   out   of   date   and   the   RMP   needs    to 

reflect   in  what  way  the  situation  has  changed   since  1982. 

Air  Resource  Management 

Page  153  -  A  definition  of  air  resource   "budgeting"   should  be  provided   as 

this  is  not   a  commonly  used  term. 

Environmental   Consequences 

Page  167  -  This  section  is  difficult  to  understand  and  evaluate  because 
of  the  lack  of  a  concise  summary  table  and  information  describing  the 
bases  for  each  alternative.  Impacts  are  described  for  one  alternative  as 
being  the  same,  more  than,  or  less  than  another  alternative,  but  again, 
the  bases  for  these  alternatives    are  not  clearly  stated. 

Visual   Resources 
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Page    16    -   Answer    lb    -    Reduction    of    visual     impacts    should    be    done    as 
described  only  to  the  "extent  that  is  practical". 

Minerals 

Page  14  -  Answer  lb  -  Are  nahcolite  and  dawsonite  included  as  other   - 

minerals?  Answer  1L  -  What  is  the  Bureau's  Mineral  Resources  Policy? 
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Joint  Working  Group 

Page  20  references  the  Joint  Working  Group  proposal  on  leasing  legisla- 
tion. Since  the  proposal  failed  to  gain  support  from  all  its  partici- 
pants, any  reference  should  be  deleted.  Furthermore,  BLM  should  not 
selectively  incorporate  parts  of  the  JWG  proposal  such  as  carrying  capa- 
city since  the  JWG  process  involved  compromise  by  the  participants  to  try 
to  achieve  consensus  for  the  entire  proposal  . 

Human  Services  Building 

On    page   69  the   RMP   states    that    "a   $100  million    Human   Services  building 

plan"    is  proceeding   in  Rifle.      This   sentence   should   read:      "An  $800,000 

human    services    building   was   recently   completed   which    provides  space    to 

area  human  services  providers  at  essentially  no  charge,  as  well  as  other 
county  departments." 

Vegetation 

Many  proposed  disposal  plans  indicate  that  spent  shale  will  be  covered 
with  soil-like  material  prior  to  revegetation.  Thus,  the  concern  noted 
with  regard  to  successful  revegetation  on  spent  shale  substrate  is 
inappropriate  and   should  be  deleted. 

There  have  been  reclamation  experiments  conducted  in  the  Piceance  Basin, 
some  of  which  are  about  a  decade  old,  which  clearly  indicate  a  high 
probability  of  successful  reclamation  of  spent  shale.  In  addition,  it 
should  be  noted  that  reclamation  bonding  by  the  state  and  by  the  federal 
government  provides   assurance  for  this   success. 
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Preferred  Alternative  Map 

On  the  Preferred  Alternative  map  it  should  be  noted  that  Mandatory 
Protection  sites  located  on  C-b  for  raptors,  are  in  Scandard  and  Stewart 
Gulches  and  not  on  the  C-b  construction  site  as  indicated  by  the  one  near 
Scandard  Gulch. 

Air  Quality 

Page  169,  which  mentions  the  possible  loss  of  biological  species  from  air 
pollution  without  any  supporting  evidence,  is  pure  speculation.  Consi- 
dering that  existing  studies,  as  indicated  in  the  RMP,  do  not  indicate 
any  likelihood  of  this  occurring.  This  should  be  deleted. 

Mitigation 

On  page  237,  a  1.4  cent  per  mile  tax  over  and  above  normal  tax  and 
license  fees  is  suggested  to  offset  the  cost  of  damage  to  highways  from 
heavy  truck  traffic.  This  would  discriminate  against  oil  shale  devel- 
opers and  any  regulation  governing  highway  use  should  be  within  the 
context  of  general  vehicle  weight  regulations.  In  addition,  this  pro- 
posal is  not  within  BLM's  scope  of  activity  and  should  be  deleted  from 
the  RMP. 

Industrial  Association 


The   Piceance   Basin   DEIS  discusses    on    page    158  the    establishment    of    an 

industrial     association    to    coordinate    involved  companies    and    agencies, 

identify    impacts    and    mitigation,    fund    surveys,  research    and    mitigation 

efforts,    and    allow    an    interchange    of    equipment  and    information    between 
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companies.  It  is  inappropriate  for  the  BLM  to  identify  such  cooperation 
as  committed  mitigation.  Reference  to  industrial  associations  as 
committed  mitigation  should  be  deleted  from  the  RMP. 

Biology 

In  instances  where  raptor  nests  (particularly  those  of  common  species 
such  as  red  tailed  hawks)  are  being  protected,  one  might  question  how 
determinations  of  "active"  nests  are  made.  If  three  to  five  years  after 
nesting  qualifies  a  nest  as  being  "active",  the  BLM  should  be  prepared  to 
document  determinations  for  nests  in  each  location. 
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Dated 

July  24,  1984 


Rio    Blanco  Oil  Shale  Company 

2851  South  Parker  Road        Suite  500 
Aurora.  Colorado  60014         (303|  695-2400 


HICHARD  M.  LIEBER 
PRESIDENT 


July  20,  1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Co  81641 

Subject:  Comments  Relative  to  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Rio  Blanco  Oil  Shale  Company,  the  lessee  of  Federal  Oil  Shale  Lease 
Tract  C-a ,  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  present  comments  on  the 
Draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP.  Athough  the  majority  of  our  comments  are 
included  within  those  submitted  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Associ- 
ation, we  do  have  additional  comments  relative  to  Special  Management  Areas 
(SMA's). 

We  do  not  agree  that  protection  should  be  afforded  "remnant  plant  associ- 
ations", as  identified  in  Appendix  B  of  the  RMP  (Table  1).  It  is  our 
feeling  that,  as  artificial  entities  predicated  in  large  part  on  subjective 
assessments,  these  associations  do  not  deserve  the  rankings  of  State  and 
National  concern  that  have  been  assigned  by  the  Colorado  National  Heritage 
Inventory  and,  therefore,  do  not  warrant  protection  as  SMA's  or  through 
avoidance  stipulations. 
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Consequently,  "remanant  associations"  are  based  on  some  of  the  more 
commonly  ocurring  species  of  the  Basin.  Because  these  species  do  occur 
over  a  wide  area  with  differing  precipitation  regimes,  soil  types,  slope 
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exposures  and  elevational  ranges,  they  must  necessarily  have  rather  broad 
ecological  amplitudes.  And,  because  these  same  species  have  been  identi- 
fied in  a  number  of  different  "remanant  associations,"  one  can  assume  that 
the  associations  are  not  particularly  unique  from  an  ecological  standpoint. 

Furthermore  we  question  the  use  of  plant  varieties  in  assigning  association 
names  (e.g.  Beardless  Bluebunch  Wheatgrass ,  Agropyj^on  spicatum  var. 
inerme) .  Though  perhaps  occupying  somewhat  different  ecological  sites,  it 
is  only  a  matter  of  time  before  A.  spicatum  var.  inerme  crosses  with  A. 
spicatum  var  spicatum  (Bluebunch  wheatgrass).  As  the  gene  pools  mix,  the 
taxonomic  and  ecological  distinctions  between  the  varieties  can  be  expected 
to  diminish.  This  can  be  expected  to  occur  regardless  of  protections 
afforded  by  designation  as  SMA's  or  avoidance  stipulations.  Hence,  associ- 
ations based  on  the  variety  "inerme"  will  be  of  little  meaning  in  the 
future  and  should  not  be  protected. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  and  hope 
you  will  modify  the  document  to  reflect  our  concerns. 


Sincerely, 


R.   H.   Lieber 
President 

DAB:gw 

Attachments 


Chevron 


Chevron  U.SA  Inc. 

700  Souih  Colorado  Blvd.,  P.  0.  Box  599.  Denver,  CO  80201 


Richard  T.  Hughes 

Staff  Analyst 

Legislative  and  Regulatory  Affairs 


July  24,  1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

As  an  oil  and  gas  producer,  Chevron  is  interested  in  the  approach  BLM  Resource 
Management  Plans  to  take  in  considering  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  While  there 
may  be  a  number  of  ways  to  consider  oil  and  gas  in  the  planning  process,  we 
believe  the  most  meaningful  methods  are  those  which  first  recognize  the  relative 
oil  and  gas  potential  and  then  consider  that  potential  in  making  surface  use 
decisions  which  might  affect  development  of  that  potential. 

The  BLM  Washington  Office  recently  circulated  to  State  Directors  Program- 
Specific  Guidance  for  fluid  mineral  leasing  input  into  RMPS  (Information 
Bulletin  84-261  dated  June  21,  1984).  While  we  do  not  believe  this  is  a  perfect 
system,  nor  is  any  system  likely  to  be  perfect,  this  system  does  incorporate  the 
concepts  discussed  above.  Thus,  we  would  encourage  you  to  use  this  system  in 
your  final  plan. 

Sincerely, 
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Mr.S   Mrs.    Henry   Rothschild 
153   Old   Colony   Road 
Hartsdale,N. Y.    10530 

July    22,     1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 

BLH 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  CO  81641 


MEMORANDUM 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

COLORADO  FIELD  OFFICE 

730  SIMMS  STREET,  SUITE  292 

GOLDEN,  COLORADO   80401 

July  24,  1984 


To: 


From: 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader, 
Management,  Meeker,  Colorado 


Bureau  of  Land 


Acting  Field  Supervisor,  Ecological  Services, 
Lakewood  Suboffice,  Golden,  Colorado 


GO 


Dear  Sir: 

In  reference  to  your  RMP  for  the  Piceance  Basin,  we  would 
like  to  mention  that  we  spend  quite  a  bit  of  time  in 
Colorado,  and  have  driven  through  this  region  several  times. 
Although  it  does  not  have  the  spectacular  scenery  of  some 
other  parts  of  Colorado,  it  does  have  a  charm  of  its  own,  as 
well  as  an  interesting  plant  community. 

We  therefore  would  like  to  urge  you  to  institute  as  much 
protection  as  possible  for  this  region,  at  the  very  least 
the  so-called  "Wildlife  Alternative",  including  protected 
status  for  at  least  the  12  botanical  sites  you  considered 
(we  understand  of  about  24,000  acres  overall)  out  of  those 
suggested  by  the  Nature  Conservancy. 

Thank  you. 


Yours  truly 


Subject : 


Review  of  Piceance  Basin  RMP/DEIS 
EC-84-17 


Gertrude  &  Henry  Rothschild 


As  you  know  we  have  been  involved  in  the  development  of  this 
document  through  consultation  with  your  office  since  its  infancy. 
The  FWS  has  provided  input  and  comments  on  many  of  the  wildlife 
related  issues,  which  show  by  their  inclusion  in  this  document. 
We  support  and  agree  with  the  methodology  of  the  analysis  used  to 
portray  the  impacts  associated  with  the  various  alternatives  and 
believe  the  RMP/EIS  was  well  written  and  clear  in  its  alternative 
comparisons.   We  wish  to  commend  the  RMP  team  for  their  efforts 
in  developing  a  quality  document. 

Of  the  five  alternatives  presented,  the  Wildlife  Alternative  is 
preferred  by  our  agency.   We  realize,  however,  that  the  plan  was 
written  to  explore  the  possibility  of  mineral  development  in  the 
Piceance  Basin;  therefore,  we  believe  the  Current  Management 
Alternative  is  a  reasonable  compromise  that  allows  for  controlled 
energy  development  while  continuing  protection  of  the  fish  and 
wildlife  in  the  affected  areas.   The  BLM  Preferred  Alternative 
would  be  our  third  choice. 

One  statement  that  we  question,  which  is  made  several  times  in 
the  document  (Paqes  156,  192),  states:  "BLM  would  not  reduce 
livestock  grazing  use  to  decrease  livestock/wildlife  forage 
competiton. . . "   We  believe  that  in  those  areas  where 
livestock/wildlife  competition  becomes  a  threat  to  maintaining 
wildlife  numbers  (as  specified  by  the  CDOW) ,  grazing  should  be 
reduced  or  eliminated.   This  may  be  especially  true  in  poor  range 
years.   Grazing  would  be  much  easier  to  control  on  an  annual 
basis,  than  would  energy  development,  which  may  be  in  effect 
for  many  years  and  has  very  opportunity  chance  for  seasonal 
adjustments.   We  don't  understand  why  this  is  not  a  viable 
alternative  and  cannot  be  accomplished. 

Another  item  that  concerns  us  is  the  amount  of  AUM's  which  are 
proposed  to  be  available  for  grazing  and  wildlife  use  as  shown  on 
Pages  82  and  83.   Currently  it  shows  57,016  livestock  AUM's 
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available  and  36,160  wildlife  AUM's  available  for  a  total  of 
93,176  AUM's.   This  does  not  include  wild  horses.   The  long-range 
proposals  under  all  alternatives  show  livestock  AUM's  increasina 
to  64,011  at  the  same  time  wildlife  AUM's  are  increasing  to 
48,632  AUM's  under  the  Wildlife  Alternative  for  a  total  of 
112,643  AUM's  or  an  increase  of  19,467  AUM's.   Under  the  other 
alternatives,  wildlife  AUM's  are  proposed  to  increase  to  40,501 
representing  a  total  increase  of  11,336  AUM's.   With  the 
increased  development  proposed  under  the  various  alternatives,  it 
seems  that  AUM's  would  tend  to  decrease.   The  only  explanation 
for  this  increase  in  AUM's  we  could  derive  would  be  significant 
habitat/range  improvement.   The  RMP/EIS,  however,  does  not  detail 
information  concerning  how  this  additional  11,306  -  19,467  AUM's 
would  be  created.   Clarification  of  this  increase  would  be 
helpful  in  the  FEIS. 

Aside  from  the  concerns  we  have  expressed  above,  we  support  the 
carrying  capacity  concept  which  would  tend  to  limit  the  amount  of 
land  leased  for  development  or  provide  intensive  habitat  range 
management  as  mitigation  to  allow  increased  development.   Such 
mitigation  should  be  required  of  permittees  through  the 
permitting  process  to  ensure  protection  of  the  existing,  public 
owned  wildlife  resources.   This  should  provide  the  means  to  allow 
wildlife  and  energy  development  to  coexist. 

The  statement  on  page  16  paragraph  5,  reaffirms  the  need  for 
mitigation  requirements,  this  states  "It  is  speculated  that 
accelerated  oil  shale  underground  mining  on  public  land  would 
occur  after  oil  shale  development  on  private  lands  (Union, 
Colony,  and  Chevron)  commences.   This  development  would  have 
already  impacted  the  Roan  Plateau  subherd  by  reducing  the  summer 
range  carrying  capacity." 

This  statement  appears  to  ignore  the  fact  that  as  proposed,  these 
projects  require  BLM  approval  and  right-of-way  permits.   If  the 
BLM  requires  terms  and  condition  as  required  under  FLPMA,  to 
protect  the  public  interests  of  the  right-of-ways  and  lands 
adjacent  to  those  right  of  ways,  these  impacts  would  not  occur. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
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In  the  analyses  of  management  priority  in  Volume  2,  eighteen 
impacts  and  designations  are  analyzed  for  compatible  and  non- 
compatible  uses.   Only  five:   mandatory  protected  areas,  visual, 
special  management  areas  (SMA's),  soils,  and  cultural  are  listed 
as  being  fully  compatible  with  protection  and  management  of  rare 
and  sensitive  plants.   The  others  would  not  require  protection  of 
rare  and  sensitive  plants  if  unavoidable  conflicts  existed.   To 
adequately  protect  rare  and  sensitive  plants  from  conflicts,  it 
seems  that  SMA's  are  needed  for  those  small  areas  where  they 
occur.   If  all  twelve  SMA's  were  designated,  this  would  only 
involve  23,965  acres  out  of  674,370  or  3.5%  to  protect 
several  of  the  significant  sensitive  and  remnant  plant  sites. 
Such  designations  could  free  other  areas  for  activities  that 
would  have  unavoidable  conflicts  with  plants.   This  would  also 
give  rare  and  sensitive  plants  their  priority  place  in  multiple 
use  management  rather  than  as  also-rans  in  conflicts  with  other 
uses.   The  Wildlife  Alternative  is  the  best  for  rare  and 
sensitive  plants  and  should  be  chosen. 

Overall,  we  believe  the  RMP/EIS  was  complete,  easy  to  follow, 
and  discussed  the  impacts  as  perceived  by  the  team.   We  appreciate 
the  early  coordination  between  your  office,  the  CDOK  and  our 
Service  which  led  to  the  development  of  the  wildlife  portion  of 
this  document. 
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FWS/EC  Washington 

FWS/HR  Denver,  CO 

FWS/ES  Salt  Lake  City,  Grand  Junction 

FWS/SE  Salt  Lake  City,  Grand  Junction 

CDOW  Denver,  Grand  Junction 


^/OJ^IA 


An  important  issue  which  seems  to  be  missing  from  the  document 
concerns  water  withdrawals  and  the  impacts  of  such  withdrawals  on 
federally-listed  fishes.   Our  Endangered  Species  staff  has  placed 
a  major  concern  on  any  water  withdrawals  from  the  Colorado  River 
drainage;  and  believes  that  such  withdrawals  and  resultant 
depletions  may  have  adverse  impacts  on  federally-listed  fish 
species  within  the  upper  Colorado  River  basin:   the  Colorado 
squawfish,  humpback  chub  and  bonytail  chub.   The  reduction  in 
flow  of  the  White  River  at  the  confluence  with  the  Green  River, 
ranging  from  5.2%  for  the  Wildlife  Alternative  to  11%  for  the  Oil 
Shale  Alternative,  should  be  addressed  for  its  impact  on  these 
federally-listed  fishes.   These  reductions  appear  to  be 
significant  and  would  require  ESA  Section  7  consultation. 
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Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

I  am  writing  to  protest  the  lack  or  formal,  long-term,  designated  pro- 
tection proposed  in  the  BLM  Piceance  Basin  Draft  RMP  for  all  twenty  impor- 
tant plant  sites  first  nominated  for  some  form  of  protection  oy   the  1982 
botanical  inventory  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

Ignoring  the  native  plant  resources  of  the  Piceance  Basin  as  outlined  in 
the  Draft  RMP  is  to  exercise  a  narrow,  myopic  view  of  total  resource 
management  there  which  will  fail  to  repay  the  greatest  ultimate  good  to 
the  American  people.  The  five  alternative  management  plans  not  only  fail 
to  address  the  full  range  of  natural  values  associated  with  the  twenty 
plant  sites  in  the  Basin,  but  even  fail  to  recognise  the  greatest  instru- 
mental value  of  those  sites. 

These  twenty  plant  sites  possess  a  high  degree  of  intrinsic  worth,  some 
for  instance  because  they  include  unique  vegetation  types,  habitat  for 
endemic  plant  species  found  nowhere  else,  or  offer  spectacular  vistas. 
Thus  they  have  great  scientific,  life,  and  aesthetic  values,  among  others, 
which  the  Draft  RMP  entirely  overlooks. 

But  these  "soft"  values  aside, the  Draft  RMP  shows  an  even  more  pointed 
lack  of  appreciation  of  the  principle  instrumental  value  of  the  twenty 
plant  sites,  for  these  sites  comprise  a  comprehensive  set  of  the  best 
examples  of  the  full,  range  of  pre-settlement  vegetation  types  found  in 
the  Piceance  Basin.  As  the  just  utilization  of  the  grazing  potential,  oil 
&  gas,  and  oil  shale  of  the  Basin  continues  and  perhaps  accelerates,  these 
areas  must  serve  as  bases  for  comparison  when  evaluating  current  land  use 
practices  and  provide  models  for  reclamation  after  disturbance. 

Our  country's  past  is  filled  with  numerous  examples  of  appalling  waste  of 
land  resulting  from  single-minded,  short-sighted  utilization  of  natural 
resources  -  for  instance,  some  land  ruined  during  the  Dust  Bowl  days  as 
a  result  of  extensive  sodbusting  and  deep  plowing  has  never  been  reclaimed. 
In  a  world  of  natural  limits  we  must  avoid  such  waste  of  the  resources  of 
the  American  people  at  all  cost  by  developing  and  practicing  a  more  so- 
phisticated, holistic  philosophy  of  resource  utilization.  In  the  special 
case  of  the  ^iceance  Basin  granting  designated,  formal,  long-term  protec- 
tion to  all  twenty  important  plant  sites  within  the  Basin  pursues  that  end. 
Perhaps  Aldo  Leopold  summarized  the  instrumental  aspects  of  such  a  philo- 
sophy best  when  he  stated:  "The  key  to  intelligent  tinkering  is  to  save 
all  the  pieces";  perhaps  I  can  summarize  the  intrinsic  aspects  of  that  same 
philosophy  best  by  stating:  "Man  does  not  live  by  steak  and  gasoline  alone", 

I  hereby  request  that  my  letter  be  published  in  the  final  RMP,  and  that 
my  comments  be  specifically  addressed  in  that  document. 

Sincerely:  n 

Ronald  E.  Abbott,  Jr. 
1562  Fairfax  Street 
Denver  Colorado  60220 


Mr.    John  Singlaub 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

73544  Highway  64 

Meeker,  CO   81641 

Re:   Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Atlantic  Richfield  has  interest  in  the  high  potential 
oil  and  gas,  oil  shale,  coal  and  mineral  resources  in 
the  Piceance  Basin. 

Although  you  1)  acknowledge  mineral  resources  as  an 
issue  in  your  plan,  2)  state  that  "Mineral 
development  within  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area 
is  one  of  the  most  significant  resource  activities", 
and  3)  state  that  "Oil  and  gas  production  has  been 
and  remains  the  most  significant  mineral  activity  in 
the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area",  we  do  not  see  that 
importance  reflected  in  your  plan.   In  fact,  oil  and 
gas,  oil  shale  and  coal  development  are  severly 
restricted  under  your  plan. 

For  example,  attached  is  a  list  describing  the  number 
of  acres  in  the  Piceance  Basin  which  will  be  under 
oil  and  gas  lease  restrictions  by  Management  Priority 
Areas  and  Alternatives.   As  you  can  see,  the  number 
of  acres  restricted  by  No  Surface  Occupancy  and 
Special  Stipulations  for  the  Preferred  Alternative 
are  nearly  as  restrictive  as  the  Protection 
(Wildlife)  Alternative  and  the  number  of  acres 
restricted  by  No  Surface  Occupancy  and  Seasonal  or 
Special  Stipulations,  Not  Allowed,  and  Restricted  for 
the  Preferred  Alternative  are  even  more  restrictive 
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Mr.  John  Singlaub 
July  25,  1984 
Page  2 


Piceance  Basin,  CO 

Resource  Management  Plan 

and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Oil  and  Gas  Restrictions 

(In  Acres) 


than  the  Protection  (Wildlife)  Alternative.   In  total 
the  difference  in  acres  of  restrictions  between  the 
Preferred  and  Protection  Alternatives  is  52,395. 

You  state  in  your  plan  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
"attempts  to  balance  all  land  uses  and  resource 
values  considering  the  impact  of  all  management 
options  and  the  long-term  public  interest  and 
benefits  of  implementing  the  alternative".   We  do  not 
feel  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  this  and 
request  that  you  reconsider  your  designation  of 
Management  Priority  Areas  and  their  corresponding 
restrictions  especially  for  the  high  potential  oil 
and  gas  areas  in  the  northern  third  of  the  Planning 
Area  which  is  highly  restricted  by  Mandatory 
Protection,  Wildlife,  Recreation,  Visual  Resources, 
Wild  Horses,  Livestock  Grazing,  Soils,  Cultural 
Resources,  Forestry  and  Utility  Corridors.   Can  you 
objectively  state  that  all  of  these  resources  are  of 
higher  value  than  the  oil  and  gas,  oil  shale  and  coal 
resources?  We  think  not. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  analysis  of 
the  Piceance  Basin  Plan,  please  contact  us  at  the 
above  address  or  phone  number. 

Sincerely, 
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Peter  B.  Briggs 

PBB:LJW:drm 
Attachment 


Alternatives: 

run 

ent 

Wildlife 

Oil/Gas 

Oil 

Shale 

Preferred 

No  Surface  Occupancy 

Visual 

Cultural  Resources 

Utility  Corridor 

0 
0 
0 

4,953 

68 
0 

2,050 
5 
0 

2 

102 

0 
0 

4,065 
22 

0 

Total 

0 

5,021 

2,055 

2 

102 

4,087 

NSO  S  Seasonal  or 
Special  Stipulations 

Mandatory 
Soils 

16, 

060 
0 

16,060 
12,765 

16,060 
1  ,932 

16 

4 

060 

905 

15,980 
17,737 

Total  16,060 

Special  Stipulations 

Wildlife  74,250 

Wild  Horses  49,222 
Livestock  Grazing    391,660 

Forestry  7,905 

Oil  Shale  23,960 

(Underground) 
Total  546,997 

Seasonal 

Recreation  0 

Restricted 

Community  Expansion  0 

Not  Allowed 

Special  Management  0 

Areas 
Oil  Shale  (Open  Pit)   4,995 

Coal  Surface  0 


Total 


4,995 


28,825 


290,065 
58,895 

138,693 
39,000 
49,455 

576,108 


7,533 


23,523 

0 

g 

23,523 


17,992 


42,510 
14,047 
67,555 
119,946 
18,607 

262,665 


3,040 


180 


5,578 

745 
0 

6,323 


20,965 


6,770 

3,077 

27,627 

55,257 

287,655 

380,386 


1  ,555 


15,970 


55,622 
23,392 

79,014 


33,717 


74,165 
35,685 

137,220 
61,067 

201,757 

509,894 


3,770 


3,595 


155 

30,487 
2,910 

33,552 


Total 
Restrictions 


568,052 


641 ,101 


559,627 


449,992 


588,615 


J.  H.  Brannigan 

Vice  President 
Research 
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July  24,  1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado  81641 


Re: 


Dear  Si  r: 


Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental   Impact  Statement 


In   response  to  your  solicitation  of  public  comment  on  the  April,    1984 
Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental    Impact 
Statement   ("RMP"),  Marathon  Oil   Company    ("Marathon")  hereby  submits  the 
following. 

Marathon  owns  or  controls  significant  interests   in  oil   shale  and 
associated  minerals  situated  in  the  Piceance  Basin,  Rio  Blanco  County, 
Colorado.     Marathon  has  recently  filed  an  Application  for  a  Land  Exchange 
with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management    ("ELM")  proposing  to  exchanae  its 
interests  in  the  Piceance  Basin  for  public  lands  and  mineral    interests 
similarly  located  which  are  owned  by  the  United  States.  ■  This  Application 
is  pending  before  the  Craig,  Colorado  district  office  of  the  BLM  and  has 
been  assigned  case  number  C-37805.     Accordingly,  Marathon  has  a  direct  and 
material   interest  in  the  land  use  planning  process  fDr  the  Piceance  Basin 
embodied  in  the  RMP. 

Marathon  compliments  the  BLM  for  a  thorough,  ^nd  thoughtful   analysis   of 
this  important  area.     We  believe  that  the  BLM  ftas  done  an  excellent  job  of 
identifying  the  resources  of  the  planning  area" .and  reasonably  accommodating 
competing  demands. 

The  Piceance  Basin  contains  the  largest  deposits  of  high   grade  oil 
shale  in  the  world,  with  potentially  recoverable  reserves  of  shale  oil 
amounting  to  almost  twice  the  known  world  oil   reserves.     Over  ninety  per 
cent   (90%)   of  the  oil   shale  reserves   in  the  United  States   of  thickness  and 
grade  sufficient  to  be  of  current  commercial   interest  are  located  there. 
While  oil   shale  development  does   not  appear  to  be  economically  feasible 
under  current  conditions,  this   resource  represents  a  domestic  alternative 
to  foreign  sources  of  crude  oil   and  thus  is  of  great  strategic  importance. 
It  is  imperative  that  the  land  use  plan  for  this  area  recognize  the 
national    importance  of  this   resource  and  be  flexible  enough  to  permit  its 
early  and  efficient  development  if  necessary. 


Notwithstanding  our  strong  belief  that  the  development  of  the  oil 
shale  resources   in  the  Piceance  Basin  should  be  paramount  in  any   resource 
management  plan  for  the  area,  Marathon   recognizes  that  there  are  other 
important   resources  which,   by   law,  the  BLM  must  consider  and  attempt  to 
accommodate  in  its  planning  process.     In   light  of  this   obligation  and 
current  and  foreseeable  conditions  in  the  world  oil   market,  we  believe  that 
the  BLM's   "Preferred  Alternative"  strikes  a   reasonable  balance  between  oil 
shale  development  and  other  competing  land  uses  and  resource  values, 
subject  to  the  modifications  set  out  below. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  limit  oil   shale  development  to  the 
western  and  southern  areas  of  the  planning  area,   deferring  development  of 
the  rich,   multi-mineral    resources  of  the  depositional   center  of  the  basin 
"until   technology  has  proven  improved   recovery   rates  for  oil   shale  and 
associated  minerals."     RMP,    at  p.    153.     While  Marathon  does  not  necessarily 
agree  that  current  technology  is  inadequate  to  allow  acceptable  resource 
recovery,  we  believe  that  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  economic  con- 
ditions would  limit  oil    shale  development  to  those  areas  which  would  be 
amenable  to  open  pit  mining.     Moreover,    reserving  the  center  of  the  plan- 
ning area  from  oil   shale  development  or  other  activities   involving  massive 
surface  disturbances   allows  the  BLM  to  preserve  and  protect  certain  other 
resources  in  the  area,  notably  the  mule  deer  critical  winter  range,   the 
wild  horse  range,   several   areas   of  rare  or  endangered  plant  habitat  and  the 
Federal    grazing  range. 

Marathon  does,   however,   have  several    objections  to  portions  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative.     The  first  concerns  the  BLM's  proposed  policy  on 
land  exchanges,   and  the  second,   the     concept  of  carrying  capacity.     For  the 
reasons  stated  below,  we  believe  that  these  are  ill    advised  policies  and 
should  be  revised  in  the  final   RMP. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  states  that, 

Oil   Shale  land  exchanges  would  be  considered  as  proposed 
by  BLM  or  private  industry....     Priority  would  be  given  to  con- 
sideration of  exchanges  of  small   Federal   acreages  that  allow 
development  on  private  lands  to  better  accommodate  a  particular 
technology  and  logical    land  use  pattern.     Exchanging  large 
blocked  up  tracts   of  Federal    lands  would  be  discouraged. 
RMP,   at  p.    155  (emphasis  added)^ 

Marathon  submits  that  the  limitation  of  land  exchanges  to  small   tracts  is 
not  supported  by  the  BLM's  statutory  authority,   published  regulations,   or 
internal   policy.  The  only  valid  criteria  for  judging  a  land  exchange  pro- 
posal  is  whether  it  is   in  the  public  interest.     The  determination  of  public 
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interest  must  be  done  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  with  each  proposal   being 
judged  according  to  its  own  facts  and  circumstances.     A  general   proposition 
such  as  that  encompassed  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  counter  productive 
to  the  purposes  of  the  planning  process,   as   it   removes  a  useful    and  effect- 
ive land  management  tool. 


Marathon  believes  that  BLM  should  avoid  such  a  rest 
land  exchanges,  and  should  aggressively  seek  to  utilize 
method  of  improving  its  capability  to  effectively  manage 
area.  The  Federal  government  owns  the  vast  majority  of 
Piceance  Basin,  with  most  private  ownership  concentrated 
portion.  Reubensen  and  Pei,  Oil  Shale  in  the  Piceance  B 
However,  there  are  small  tracts  of  privately  held  land  s 
the  Basin,  including  the  central  portion  which  is  of  sue 
ance  to  the  BLM's  land-use  plan.  Development  of  these  p 
tracts,  either  for  minerals  or  other  purposes,  could  imp 
frustrate  the  BLM's  ability  to  effectively  manage  the  re 
area. 


Since  it  appears  clear  that  budgetary 
foreclose,  the  possibility  of  the  BLM  havi 
of  these  private  lands,  land  exchanges  are 
solidating  public  ownership  in  this  area, 
western  and  southern  edges  of  the  planning 
the  central  portion  of  the  Basin  should  be 
the  ability  of  the  BLM  to  effectively  mana 
without  potential  interference  from  privat 
oil  shale  development,  on  both  private  and 
the  BLM  believes  it  can  be  conducted  with 
resources  of  the  planning  area. 
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Marathon  is  also  very  concerned  about  the  concept  of  "carrying  capa- 
city" embodied  in  the  RMP.     The  BLM  indicates  that  decisions  to  lease  lands 
for  oil   shale  development  and  to  enter  into  land  exchanges  will    be  based  on 
the  hypothetical   carrying  capacity  of  the  area.     RMP,   at  p.   155. 

It  appears  that  the  BLM  intends  to  use  a  model   to  determine  the 
assumed  carrying  capacity  of  an  area.     This  model    apparently  will    dictate 
the  maximum  development  that  could  be  sustained  by  an  area  without  signifi- 
cant adverse  effects  on  air  quality,  water  quality,  wildlife  and  social/ 
economic  systems.     RMP,   at  p.   156  (Table  III-9).     If  the  perceived  carrying 
capacity  for  an  area  has  been   reached,   no  new  leases  will    be  offered,   nor 
will   land  exchange  proposals  be  entertained,    i.e.,   no  changes  from  the 
status  quo  would  be  allowed. 


Marathon  believes  that  such  a  policy  would  be  too  inflexible  and  may 
needlessly  forestall    economic  development  of  the  area.     By  its   very  nature, 
carrying  capacity   varies  according  to  current  conditions.     It   should  be 
determined  at  the  time  actual   development   is  proposed,   not  at  the  pre- 
leasing  stage.     By  making  the  determination  at  the  pre-leasing  stage,   the 
BLM  may  preclude  potential   mitigating  features  that  could  be  included  in  a 
plan  of  development  to  ensure  that  there  are  no  significant  adverse  im- 
pacts. 

In  summary,  Marathon  believes  that  the  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative 
offers  a  thoughtful   and  reasonable  plan  for  future  development  of  the 
Piceance  Basin.     However,   the  Preferred  Alternative  should  be   revised  to 
encourage  land  exchanges  consistent  with  the  land  use  plan  and  to  apply  the 
carrying  capacity  concept  to  permitting,  not  pre-leasing  determinations. 

We  have   reviewed  the  comments  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Oil    and  Gas  Association  and  agree  with  and  fully  endorse  their 
comments. 

Marathon  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  RMP  and  the 
BLM's  consideration  of  our  opinions. 

Yours  truly, 

MARATHON  OIL  COMPANY 


JHB:mew 
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J.   H.  Brannigan,  Vice  President 
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4700  Venturi  Lane 

Fort  Collins,  CO  80525 

July  23,  1984 


Team  Leader 

Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 

White  River  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Meeker,  CO   81641 

Dear  Sir: 

In  addition  to  comments  submitted  under  my  name  on  behalf  of  the  Colorado 
Native  Plant  Society,  I  wish  to  comment  individually  about  the  Piceance 
Basin  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan.  I  am  a  research  plant  scientist  by 
profession,  with  education  and  experience  in  both  laboratory  and  field 
aspects   of    plant    biology. 

It    is    appalling    to    me    that    the    Draft    RMP   dismisses    the    valuable    plant 
resources  of  the  Piceance  Basin  so    lightly.      If  anyone   on   the   White  River 
Resource    Area    staff    were    capable    of    comprehending    the    uniqueness    and   value 
qq  of    the    plants    and    plant    communities    in    the    Piceance    Basin,     these    resources 

4^  could    not    be    ignored    in   so    cavalier   a   manner.      This,    to   me,    indicates   a 

serious  fundamental  flaw  in  the  planning  process  for  this  RMP:  the  portions 
pertaining  to  plants,  at  least,  were  prepared  by  persons  without  adequate 
training  and  experience  in  the  areas  for  which  they  were  responsible.  BLM 
contracted  for  a  good  botanical  inventory,  carried  out  by  trained  and  exper- 
ienced field  botanists  and  ecologists,  asked  for  the  inventory  scientists' 
recommendations  for  preservation  and  protection  of  the  botanical  features  of 
the  Basin,  then  proceeded  to  ignore  both  the  data  and  the  recommendations. 
What  kind  of  "planning"  i6  this?  The  recommendations  cannot  be  said  to  be 
excessive:      20   sites,    totalling  about  33,100   acres   (out   of   about   804,500 

acres    in    the    Piceance    Basin).         This    is    4%    of    the    land   area    of    the    Basin 

surely  that   is  a  reasonable,  minimal  area   to  be  preserved. 

I  am  aware  that  the  State  of  Colorado's  Natural  Areas  Program  (CNAP)  and  The 
Nature  Conservancy  staff  (who  conducted  the  botanical  inventory  of  the 
Basin)  made  several  attempts  to  work  with  BLM  staff  to  resolve  conflicts 
with  other  resource  uses  on  the  12  plant  sites  BLM  was  considering  for  the 
RMP  draft.  (These  are  the  12  sites  included  in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  of 
the  Draft.)  Boundaries  and  management  guidelines  were  modified  in  these 
sessions,  leading  to  a  modified  system  of  natural  area  protection  for  the 
rare  plants  and  vegetation;  this  would  have  led  to  a  12-site  system  that  is 
estimated  to  have  affected  about  0.5%  of  current  livestock  grazing  alloca- 
tions in  the  Basin,  and  would  have  required  exclusion  of  oil  shale  mining  on 
a  part  of  only  2  of  the  12  sites  (South  Cathedral  Bluffs  and  Soldier  Creek). 
None  of   the  other   10   sites   is   included   in  the  oil   shale  priority  areas   shown 
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on  the  Preferred  Alternative  map.  SMA  designation  of  the  12  modified  sites 
would  provide  a  simple,  effective,  low  cost  method  for  long-term  protection 
of  a  significant  proportion  of  the  Basin's  unique  botanical  resources,  with 
only   negligible   adjustments    in    the    Preferred    Alternative's    resource    outputs. 

Numerous  scientific  commissions  and  studies  have  recognized  the  urgent  need 
for  conservation  of  plant  germplasm  for  the  future:  for  possible  utiliza- 
tion as  revegetation  material  or  future  sources  of  food,  fiber,  or  medicine; 
for  its  scientific  interest  and  importance;  and  for  its  intrinsic  value. 
Populations  of  12  rare  plants  and  good  quality  examples  of  36  vegetation 
types  are  included  within  the  20  plant  sites  are  included  within  the  20  site 
proposed  SMA  system.  The  Preferred  Alternative's  proposals  for  plant 
"protection"  would,  in  my  opinion,  lead  inevitably  to  loss  of  the  plant 
diversity  presently  known  in  the  Basin,  "Avoidance  Stipulations"  are 
unacceptable  as  a  management  tool  because  they  are  to  be  applied  only  "when- 
ever possible."  "Whenever  possible"  obviously  is  open  to  such  diverse 
interpretation  as  to  be  meaningless.  For  the  reasons  outlined  in  the 
testimony  presented  by  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  at  the  Draft  RMP 
hearing  in  Lakewood,  Colorado  (May  22,  1984),  "avoidance  stipulations"  are 
worthless  and  will  prove  to  provide  virtually  no  long-term  protection  to  the 
botanical  features  of  the  Basin.  I  urge  that  all  of  the  20  recommended 
plant  sites  be  given  SMA  designation,  followed  by  the  management  plan 
necessary  for  their  long-term  survival.  Designation  should  occur  in  the 
priority  order  recommended  in  the  1982  botanical  inventory,  except  that  the 
Dudley  Bluffs  site  should  receive  higher  priority  as  a  result  of  the  newly- 
described    rare    plants    found    there. 

Grazing,  both  by  domestic  livestock  and  wild  horses,  is  the  primary  threat 
to  the  20  plant  sites  recommended  for  long-term  protection.  Management 
plans  should  be  designed  to  assure  that  these  non-native  animals  will  have 
no    effect   on   the   plant    populations    and   vegetation    associations. 

As  the  best  compromise  I  have  seen,  balancing  oil  shale  development,  oil  and 
gas  production,  graaing  allocations,  recreational  needs,  and  environmental 
protection,  I  support  the  Citizens'  Alternative.  This  Alternative  would 
provide  a  more  balanced  approach  to  development  of  the  Basin  than  would  the 
Draft  RMP's  Preferred  Alternative.  Many  of  the  Draft  RMP's  good  features 
are  incorporated  in  the  Citizens'  Alternative:  requirements  for  planned 
utility  corridors,  maintenance  of  air  and  water  quality,  provisions  for 
wildlife,  and  utilization  of  the  carrying  capacity  concept  in  all  land  use 
decisions. 

Please   publish    and   respond    to    these    comments    in    the    final    RMP. 

Sincerely   yours, 

Susan  S.    Martin,    Ph.D. 
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4700  Venturi  Lane 

Fort  Collins,  CO  80525 

July  23,  1984 


Team  Leader 

Piceance  Basin  RMP 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  928 

Meeker,  CO   81641 

Dear  Sir: 

As    a   professional    biologist    and    concerned    citizen,    I   have   been    carefully 
following  the   development   of   the   proposed  management   plan   for    the    Piceance 
Basin.      While    there   are    some   positive   and    thoughtful    ideas   for   managing   the 
development    of    the   Basin's    resources   (such   as    the    concept    of    environmental 
carrying    capacity,    oil    shale    leasing    limits,    and   planned   utility   corridors), 
I  am  dismayed   by   several   severe    deficiencies    in   the   Preferred  Alternative 
which,    if    implemented,    will   inevitably    lead    to  unnecessary   environmental 
degradation  and   the    loss   of    locally   adapted    plant    species   and   remnant 
vegetation  associations.      These   deficiencies    are   addressed   most    clearly    in 
the    "Citizens'   Alternative,"  a    Piceance    Basin    management    plan    endorsed    by 
Friends    of    the   Earth,    the    Colorado   Native    Plant    Society,    and   other    concerned 
individuals   and   groups.      Because    it    is   an  amalgam    of   management    options 
based   on  BLM's   own  management   alternatives   with  additional    suggestions   from 
concerned   citizens,    BLM   should  find   this   plan   reasonable   and    implementable 
and   an    excellent    alternative    to    the   Preferred   Alternative   of    the   Draft    RMP. 
I  urge  you   to  adopt   this  plan   in   its  entirety  with   this   exception:      increase 
to  20    the  number   of   Special   Management  Areas  for  rare  and  sensitive  plant 
species   and   remnant  vegetation  associations,    as   recommended   to  BLM    in   the 
contract    report    submitted   by   The   Nature   Conservancy    in   1982.      The    sites   and 
their  values   are    specifically   defined   and    ranked    in    importance    in   that 
document.      As    an   example    of    how    little   of    the   native    landscpe  remains    to 
even   be    considered   for    protection,    consider    that    only   140   acres    of   more   or 
less    undisturbed   Beardless   Bluebunch  Wheatgrass   Grassland   remains   of   more    than 
50 ,000    acres    just    150    years    ago.      Does    this    not    show    overuse    and 
mismanagement?      Is   BLM   doomed   to  repeat   these  same  mistakes?      I   think  that 
this    scrap    of    land    (and    the    other    sites   as   well)    deserve    to   be    preserved    for 
their    intrinsic    value    and    their    genetic    promise    for    revegetation    uses.       In 
fact,    it    is    probable    that   TNC    should    have    recommended    more    "medium    and 
lower"   priority    sites   as    Special    Management   Areas. 

I  fully  support  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  arguments  and  position 
with  respect  to  the  20  rare  plant  and  vegetation  association  sites..  I 
note  also  that  Yellow  Creek  Basin  would  be  suitable  as  a  SMA  for  wildlife, 
especially  as  winter  range  for  the  deer  herd.  Only  lawful  SMA  designation 
is  adequate  for  long  term  protection  of  the  various  plant  sites.  "Avoidance 
stipulations"  have   no    legal   meaning,    and   to  my  knowledge   they   have  not   been 


applied    by    BLM    to    any   new    or    recently   reissued    lease.      Because    they    have    no 
legal   status,    they  are   completely  meaningless   and    therefore    inadequate    for 
the   perpetual    safeguarding   of    these   unique   and   valuable   biological 
resources.      Again,    it   appears    that    some    sites    already   are   being   misused 
despite  BLM's  knowledge   of   their  values.      For   example,    a  utility   corridor 
for   roads    and    pipelines   runs    along    the    South   Cathedral    Bluffs    ridgetop,    and 
logging   of    douglas    fir   has   occurred    recently   on   a    portion   of   North    Cathedral 
Bluffs,    another    proposed    SMA   site.      How    can   these   facts   be   reconciled   with 
BLM's    claim    that    "avoidance    stipulations"  will   be   used    to   protect    these 
sites? 

It    is    obvious   from    reading    the    educational   qualifications   of   the  RMP 
preparers    that   the   local  BLM   staff    is   uniquely   unqualified   and    incompetant 
to    judge    the   present    or    future    scientific    importance    and   other   values   of    the 
various    plant    sites    under    their    jurisdiction.       There    is    not    even    an 
undergraduate    degree    listed    for    plant    ecology    or    botany,    let    alone    a 
graduate   degree!      If  BLM   is   not   completely    ignorant   with   respect    to    the 
scientific    values   of    the    20    sites    in   question,    then  BLM's    refusal    to    provide 
the  maximum   protection  possible   can   be   construed    only   as    a    blatantly 
deliberate   and    stubborn   refusal    to    manage    our    public    lands    responsibly,    for 
all    the    people,    not    just    for    oil    shale,     gas    and    grazing    interests.        In 
either    case,    the    situation   needs    to   be    remedied    in    the    final   RMP. 

I  urge    BLM    to    take   a    long,    hard    look   at    all    its    proposals,    especially   those 
concerning   renewable   resources   and    their    long   term   management.      Many 
questions   have    not    received   adequate,    scientifically    documented   answers. 
For    example,     can   2,500    cords    of    pinyon   (-juniper)    firewood   be   harvested 
every   year  when   the   trees    that    provide    this    luxury    may    take    up    to    500    or 
more   years   to   reach  mature   size?      Where   BLM    lacks   expertise,    it    should 
recognize    the    fact   and    solicit    and    incorporate    the   advice    of    qualified, 
knowledgable    experts.      Perhaps    then   BLM's   RMP   will   not    appear    to   be    so   much 
a  wasteful    scheme   for   the    continued    irretrievable    destruction   of    the 
Piceance    and   surrounding   landscapes,    as   it   will   a    commitment    to   the  wise   use 
of    the   Basin's   resources. 

Please    publish   this    letter   and   address   my    concerns    in    the    final   RMP. 


Sincerely   yours, 
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Myrna  P.  Steinkamp,  Ph.D. 
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1800   Hatcher 

Ann  Arbor,   Michigan 

July   23,    1?8<1 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
Post  0-f-f  ice  Box  ?28 
Meeker,  Colorado   81641 

Dear  Sir: 

1  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  o-f  April,  1984. 

Though  the  Preferred  Al  ternat  i  ve  has  some  positive  -features,  it  has  some  major 
drawbacks.   The  Current  Management  Alternative,  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative  and  the 
Oil  Shale  Alternative  are  totally  unacceptable,  and  I  will  not  be  discussing 
them  further  here.   Thus,  I  strongly  support  the  Wildlife  Alternative, 


resource  area. 

1  strongly  urge  you  to  make  the  Wildlife  Alternative,  with  greatly  decreased 
area  open  to  ORY's,  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  final  RMP/E1S.   The  losses 
of  vegetative  associations  and  possibly  endangered  species  that  would  accompany 
the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  other  alternatives  are  unjustified  and 
unacceptable.   Adoption  of  the  amended  RCA  would  begin  to  allow  adequate 
protection  and  management  to  be  given  in  areas  such  as  plant  and  wildlife,  while 
also  allowing  a  reasonable  amount  of  well  managed  resource  development  in  the 
Basin . 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  for  comment. 
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Alternative  decides  in  favor  of  consumptive  uses  of  the  land  over 
otection  in  almost  all  cases,  even  though  the  oil  shale  industry  is 

1  require  a  great  deal  more  R&D  to  reach  economically  and 
feasible  production  capability.  There  are  now  only  remnants  of  the 
left  in  the  Basin,  and  they  should  be  given  all  possible 
Only  the  most  compelling  competing  needs  can  justify  endangering 
of  these  remaining  vegetative  associations.   The  Nature 
n  a  1982  study  identified  twenty  sites  in  the  Basin  for  potential 
s  special  management  areas,  and  the  BLM  identified  twelve  of  these 
serious  consideration  for  protection.   The  Preferred  Alternative,  _ 
ects  only  a  small  portion  (1<S0  acres)  of  one  site,  Soldier  Creek, 
ve"  lease  stipulations  that  would  accompany  any  significant 
ressures  would  be  totally  inadequate. 
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In  the  case  of  all  resource  elements  except  Recreation,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  would  have  anticipated  impacts  similar  to  the  Current  Management, 
Oil  and  Gas  or  Oil  Shale  alternatives  (see  pages  221-227).   Even  in  the  case  of 
the  Recreation  element  oil  shale  development  and  the  extent  of  ORV  closures 
leans  toward  the  development  end  of  the  spectrum.  Again,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  leans  toward  consumptive  rather  than  protective  and  renewable 
resource  management. 

Even  in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  the  area  open  to  ORV's  is  excessive.   The  use 
of  ORV's,  unlike  mineral,  gas  and  oil,  grazing  and  timber  production,  has  no 
positive  benefits  except  to  the  ORV  enthusiast,  and  causes  significant  damage  to 
the  resource.   ORV's  cause  negative  impacts  that  are  intolerable  in  an  area  like 
the  Piceance  Basin  where  dry  climate,  fragile  soil  and  damaged  vegetation  make 
the  land  particularly  vulnerable  to  motorized  abuse.   There  is  no  longer  any 
excuse,  with  the  knowledge  we  have  today  regarding  ORV  damage  (see   Off-Road 
Vehicles  on  Publ ic  Land  ,  by  David  Sheridan,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality, 
1?7?  among  others)  for  allowing  ORV's  to  freely  roam  virtually  anywhere  on  our 
public  lands.  The  use  of  ORV's  should  be  prohibited  in  at  least  6Q-7S/.   of  the 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  OFFICE 

1406  FEDERAL  BUILDING 

125  SOUTH  STATE  STREET 

SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH    64ISB- 1197 

July  23,  1984 


SE/SLC:6-5-84-0032 

MEMORNADUM 

TO:        Area  Manager,  White  River  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Meeker,  Colorado 

FROM:      Field  Supervisor,  Endangered  Species  Office 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

SUBJECT:   Biological  Opinion  for  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  and  are  in 
receipt  of  your  letter  of  May  30,  1984  requesting  that  we 
consider  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP/EIS  as  the  Biological 
assessment  for  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan.   We 
oo    are  providing  this  biological  opinion  as  prescribed  by  section  7 
c«    Interagency  Cooperation  Regulations  (50  CFR  40  2)  and  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  16  USC  154  et  ■  seq.  (ESA)  . 

BIOLOGICAL  OPINION 

The  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  species  currently 
listed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  as  either 
threatened  or  endangered.   This  opinion  is  conditioned  by  the 
stipulations  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  submit 
to  the  FWS  a  biological  assessment  for  all  specific  projects 
or  actions  which  may  affect  any  federally  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species  within  the  Piceance  Basin  planning  area. 
Should  there  be  an  affect  that  cannot  be  resolved  by  informal 
consultation  then  BLM  must  request  formal  Section  7  consultation 
with  the  FWS. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
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The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  being  prepared  using  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management's  planning  regulations  issued  under  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1076. 
Five  multiple-use  alternatives  have  been  developed  that  describe 
the  different  management  options  available  to  BLM  for  the 
Piceance  Basin.   These  alternatives  were  developed  to  respond  to 
the  issues  and  concerns  expressed  by  the  public  and  BLM  at  the 
outset  of  the  planning  process.   Each  alternative  proposes 
different  solutions  to  these  issues  and  concerns.   (BLM  1984). 

The  RMP/EIS  identifies  Mandatory  protections  areas  with  the 
following  stipulations: 

"These  are  areas  of  wildlife  habitat  and  cultural  resource  values 
where  special  management  is  required  by  law  and  regulations.   No 
surface  occupancy  stipulations  would  be  required  for  critical 
raptor  habitats  and  the  Duck  Creek  Wickiups  site  which  is 
currently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
Seasonal  restrictions  would  be  placed  on  bald  eagle  important  use 
areas  and  raptor  zones.   Restrictions  would  be  placed  to  maintain 
water  quality  and  quantity  conditions  in  the  White  River. 

Other  resource  uses  would  be  allowed,  provided  they  do  not 
significantly  interfere  with  these  resource  values."   (BLM  1984 
Vol.  2  P. 3.) 
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^Fred  L.  Bolwahnn 
Field  Supervisor 


The  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  identifies  and  analyzes  the  future  options  for  managing 
the  public  lands  in  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area  in  northwest 
Colorado.   The  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Area  comprises  a  total  of 
804,580  acres  of  land  within  the  White  River  Resource  Area  in  the 
Craig  District.   Management  decisions  have  been  proposed  for  the 
674,370  acres  within  the  planning  area  for  which  BLM  has  some 
administrative  responsibility. 
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Team  Leader 
Piceance  Basin  RMP 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  RA 
Box  928  Meeker,  CO 

To  the  Team  Leader: 

The  C.U.  Widerness  Study  Group,  a  student  funded  group 

on  the  Boulder  campus  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Piceance 

Basin  draft  RMP/EIS.  As  you  may  know,  we  had  a  research  team 
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in 


June.  Our  comments  are  based  on  their  study  and 


in  your  area 
f  i  ndi  ngs . 

Our  team  suggested  that  we  endorse  the  BLM's  preferred 
alternative,  with  several  important  changes,  however.  Our  team 
reported  that  the  preferred  alternative  provided  the  most 
equitable  distribution  of  resources  in  an  area  already  marked  by 
the  presence  of  man. 

The  two  areas  that  generated  the  most  concern  in  our  team 
and  our  members  are  open  pit  mining  and  the  proximity  of  mandatory 
protection  sites,  particularly  raptorial  nesting  sites,  to  shale 
development  sites. 

Considering  the  presence  of  bald  eagle  nesting  sites,  one  of 
the  largest  deer  herds  in  North  America  and  the  presence  of  a  large 
herd  of  wild  horses,  we  see  great  conflicts  in  managing  a  portion 
of  the  basin  as  open-pit  oil  shale  mining.  Considering  the  wealth 
of  the  overall  basin  and  similar  regions  in  adjoining  states,  we 
oppose  open  pit  mining  in  the  Piceance  Basin  because  we  feel  it  would 
have  a  drastically  adverse  impact  on  ah:important  portion  of  the 
multiple  uses  in  the  basin:  specifically,  wildlife. 

We  accept  the  need  to  manage  such  a  geologically  unique  area 
to  allow  for  the  extraction  of  a  potentially  useful  fuel,  but  we  feel 
the  need  to  protect  our  ever  diminishing  wildlife  outweighs  our 
forseeable  demand  for  that  one  section  of  shale.  Please  do  not  include 
open  pit  mining  in  the  RMP. 

While  there  has  been  progress  in  man's  ability  to  return  mined  land 
to  something  approximating  its  origional  state,  we  are  not  convinced  that 
the  land  and  species  could  be  adequately  returned  to  a  healthy  state. 

In  the  case  of  mandatory  protection  areas,  we  recognize  the  need 
to  protect  ecosystems  when  trying  to  protect  species.  Our  team 
expressed  concern  about  the  ability  to  protect  nesting  sites  in 
the  midst  of  shale  and  oil  exploration  and  development.  We  would  like 
to  see  this  properly  handled  in  the  final  plan  so  that  the  mandatory 
protection  areas  truly  protect. 

Finally  we  are  concerned  that  the  plan  failed  to  provide  protection 
to  a  number  of  rare  plant  species  areas.  For  the  benefit  of  science, 
the  gene-pool  and  the  diversity  of  the  planet,  we  feel  such  small  gems 
merit  as  much  attention  as  larger  more  economically  exciting  ones. 
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commend  you  on  a  good  draft.  The  mapping 
provided  a  great  deal  of  information. 
e  specific  utility  corridors  and  rights-of-way 
hopefully  permit  growth  to  occur  with  less 


u  with  a  message.  That  is:  on  our  planet 
Id  areas.  They  have  become  to  some,  a 
e  are  many  answers  to  questions  we  have 
r  wildlands.  We  recognize  the  need  to 

our  society  until  our  society  learns  how  to 
plant.  We  are  glad  that  our  sympathies  are 
ning  process.  You  have  given  us  evidence  of 
f  utility  corridors  and  your  requirement 

provide  vital  information  concerning  water 
eful  planning  can  permit  both  resource, 
ervation  of  wildlands.  It  must! 
our  plan  an  effective  control  over  the  develop- 

and  th£  other  suggestions  we  and  I'm  sure 
e  Basin^Ts  something  we  all  can  live  with, 
eci  es  as  wel 1 )  . 

Thank  You  , 


Eric  Neil  Bryant 

For:  The  C.U.  Wide-fness  Study  Group 
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Docky  Mountain  Chapter 

2239   E.    Colfax  Ave. 
Denver,   CO,    80206 
July  25,    1984 

.TO  EXPLORE.  ENJOY  AND  PRESERVE  THE  NATION'S 


FORESTS,  WATERS.  WILDLIFE  AND  WILDERNESS  . 


Piceanoe  Basin  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.B.  928 
Meeker,  CO,  81641 

Dear  Sirsj 

The  letter  Is  to  inform  you  of  the  position  of  the  Rocky  Mtn. 
Chapter  with  respect  to  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  DrafS 
Plan.  Our  approach  to  this  document  and  to  the  land  use  and  energy 
policies  Implied  therein  is  strongly  colored  by  a  recent  resolution 
of  our  Chapter's  leadership  to  whit:"No  oil  3hale  should  be  leased 
on  a  commercial  scale  until  such  time  as  it  can  be  shown  that  the 
shale  oil  can  be  retorted  and  upgraded  for  a  price  similar  to  that  of 
ordinary  oil".  For  this  reason,  and  because  the  one  extant  oil  shale 
operation  seems  to  have  a  future  that  is  by  no  means  assured,  we  believe 
that  oil  shale  leasing  should  not  carry  such  great  significance  in 
this  RMP  a3  it  does,  at  the  expense  of  other  resources.  Wildlife  habitat 
(plant  as  well  as  animal),  water,  and  air  quality  must  not  be  sacrificed 
for  such  an  uncertain  technology. 

Although  the  Wildlife  Alternative  (WA)  entails  a  great  deal  of 
shale  leasing,  it  is  the  single  closest  approximation  as  an  alternative 
to  our  view  of  propoer  land  management  for  the  Piceance  Basin.  Along 
with  Friends  of  the  Earth  and  other  citizen's  groups  who  have  endorsed 
the  "Citizens  Alternative",  we  would  modify  the  V/A  in  the  following 
important  wayai 

1).  Air  Quality.  Evaluate  projects  on  a  case-by-case  basis  using  all 
The  usual  tools  of  the  permitting  process.  The  BACT  iaist  be  more  J. 
than  that  which  meets  the  current  standards,  it  must  be  the  one 
that  emits  least. 
2).  Lease  Offerings.  In  line  with  our  policy  above,  these  should 

be  based  on  demand  for  shale  oil  at  competitive (not  subsidized) 
prices.  i 

5).  Lease  Stipulations.  These  should  be  developed  prior  to  leasing 
and  be  applied  to  all  future  leases.  Stipulations  should  Involve 
a  consideration  of  the  various  physical  aspects  of  the  site 
that  will  affect  the  success  of  reclamation. 
4).  Water  Resources.  An  inventory  of  water  quality  conditions  in 
existing  springs  and  streams  should  be  completed  before  any 
leasing.  Use  the  Special  Management  Area  designation,  if  necessary! 
to  protect  or  enhance  stream  quality.  _  J 

5).  Livestock.  Present  approved  and  actual  AUM's  would  be  appear  to 
be  too  high  for  either  the  health  of  the  range  or  for  the 
benefit  of  wildlife.  AUM's  should  be  kept  at  or  below  their  pre- 
sent actual  use,  and  a  greater  effort  made  to  protect  surface 
resources  by  fencing,  use  restrictions  etc.  , 

6).  Wildlife.  No  surface  disposal  of  shale  should  occur  in  areasthat  70,120 
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are   critical   range   for  wildlife.   Wildlife-allocated  AUM's    should  be     70,  V. 
incrnipd  to   levels   reouested  by   the  DOW. 
7)     cultural  Resources.   Cultural  resources   should  be    inventoried  and 
Dro^^ai-feiul?5d  from  specific   projects.   Manage   those   sites 
Snlch  are   significant    for   greater   levels   of   protection  and   public 

a./vlsual^esources.   Surface  disturbing  projects  must  strive  £«£•% 

viii!aT"contrast  with  their  surroundings.  Visibility  protection  ior 
the  Present   high  air   quality  should  be  maintained  as   a   high  prior ityj, 
9).SS»-   Establish  priority  utility  corridors   where 
utilities   can   be   concentrated.  ,,. 

We   thank   the   BM   for  this    opportunity    to   comment   and  would   like 
to  be   on  your  mailing  list  for  the  Final  Plan. 


Sincerely, 


Kirk  Cunningham 
Conservation  Chairman 

p.S.  These  comments  should  supercede  those  made  at  the  June  hearing 
in  Lakewood. 
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IN    REPLY    REFER   TO: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL   PARR  SERVICE 

ROCKY     MOUNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFFICE 

653  Parfet  Street 

P.O.  Box  25287 

Denver,  Colorado   80225 


c_   — — , 


L7619  (KMR-PC) 

Memorandum 

To: 


I . 


^384 


From: 


Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  Team  Leader,  BuTeaU  of^ 
Land  Management,  Meeker,  Colorado  |vo 

Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 


Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  And  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS) ,  Piceance  Basin,  Colorado      (DES  84/12) 

The  National  Park  Service  (NFS)  has  reviewed  the  subject  draft  RMP/EIS  for 
the  Piceance  Basin.   Our  interests  in  air  and  water  quality,  and  recreation 
were  addressed  in  the  scoping  process;  however,  we  offer  the  following 
additional  comments  and  recommendations. 

1.  In  Chapter  III  of  the  RMP/EIS,  Table  III-9,  identifies  critical  carrying 
capacities  (or  thresholds)  for  various  resources  as  constraints  to  future  oil 
shale  development  in  the  Piceance  Basin,   We  commend  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  for  implementing  this  approach  in  order  to  comprehensively 
assess  the  implications  of  its  oil  shale  leasing  actions. 

However,  with  respect  to  the  water  quality  threshold,  Table  III-9  should  also 
indicate  that  some  water  quality  impacts  of  oil  shale  development  may  not  be 
regulated  by  the  NPDES  permitting  program  (e.g.,  ground  water  leachate  from 
spent  shale  piles  and  non-point  source  runoff  from  oil  shale  facilities). 
Based  on  the  extent  of  ground  water  baseflow  to  Piceance  and  Yellow  Creeks 
(see  page  42  of  RMF/EIS) ,  consideration  of  ground  water  impacts  would  appear 
to  be  critical. 

Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  water  quality  impacts  (not  normally 
regulated  by  NPDES)  be  incorporated  into  the  water  quality  threshold  and  that 
future  leasing  actions  be  assessed  in  terms  of  this  threshold. 

2.  With  respect  to  acid  precipitation  and  deposition  associated  with  oil 
shale  development  in  the  Piceance  Basin,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  it 
is  unknown  at  this  time  what  percentage  of  deposition  falling  on  Rocky 
Mountain  National  Park  (R0M0)  actually  passes  over  the  Piceance  Basin  first; 
therefore,  we  are  not  in  a  position  at  this  time  to  say  what  the  effect  of 
oil  shale  development  in  the  Piceance  Basin  will  have  on  ROM0.   However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  lakes  and  streams  of  R0MO  above  10,000  feet  and  on 
granitic  parent  material  have  essentially  no  buffering  capacity  «100  ueq/1) 
with  which  to  counter  more  acidity.   Surface  waters  are  currently  able  to 
maintain  their  pH  with  precipitation  pH  averaging  5.0.   Therefore,  if 
precipitation  in  the  area  of  R0M0  should  decrease  in  pH,  lakes  and  streams 
will  acidify. 
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At  this  time,  the  water  resources  of  other  parks  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  (i.e.,  Mesa  Verde  National  Monument,  Dinosaur  National 
Monument,  Colorado  National  Monument,  Arches  National  Park,  and  Canyonlands 
National  Park)  do  not  appear  to  be  as  susceptible  to  the  adverse  effects  of 
acid  deposition  from  the  Piceance  Basin  due  to  the  distance  of  many  of  these 
parks  upwind  of  the  Piceance  Basin  and  the  nature  of  the  predominant  soil  and 
parent  materials  occurring  in  these  parks. 

3.   Ue  suggest  that  BLM  meet  with  the  air  quality  modeling  experts  in  NPST 
Air  and  Water  Quality  Division  to  discuss  possible  long-range  diffusion  or 
windflow  modeling  which  could  be  used  to  determine  the  ultimate  fate  of  air 
pollutants  from  the  Piceance  Basin. 

For  your  information,  NPS  has  a  precipitation  monitoring  program  on  the  east 
side  of  the  Continental  Divide  in  ROM0  and  the  Forest  Service  monitors 
precipitation  chemistry  in  the  Flattops  to  the  east  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 
With  these  monitoring  stations,  we  should  be  able  to  determine  if  rainfall  pH 
in  the  area  is  declining. 

Please  contact  Dan  Kimball  (234-6620)  on  Item  number  1  above,  Jill  Baron 
(303-491-5642)  on  item  number  2,  and  Chris  Shaver  (234-6419)  on  item  number  3, 
if  you  should  have  any  questions  in  regard  to  these  comments. 
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Richard  A.  Strait 
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COLORADO  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 

P.O.  BOX  200  •  FORT  COLLINS,  COLORADO  80522 

. ..dedicated  to   the  avpreaiafion  and  conservation 
Of  the  Colorado  native  flora 


July  23,    1984 


Team  Leader,  Piceance  Basin  RMP 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  (CONPS)  already  has  communicated  to  you 
its  dissatisfaction  with  the  Piceance  Basin  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP),  and  particularly  with  the  Preferred  Alternative's  lack  of  special 
management  area  designation  for  plant  sites  and  resources  of  documented 
importance.  In  this  letter  we  will  comment  further  on  our  points  of 
concern. 

CONPS  strongly  supports  special  management  designation  of  20  areas 
identified  as  a  minimal  set  of  sites  for  protection  of  rare  or  sensitive 
plants  or  important  remnant  vegetation  associations.  For  convenience,  we 
will  discuss  these  sites  in  two  groups:  (1)  the  8  sites  excluded  from  RMP 
consideration;  and  (2)  the  12  sites  considered  in  the  RMP  but  denied  (except 
for  one  laughable,  ineffective,  tiny  160  portion  of  one  site)  SMA 
designation   in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Eight  sites  (Alkali  Flats,  Camp  Gulch  Spring,  Owl  Gulch,  Blair  Cliffs, 
Square  S  Ponderosa,  Trail  Canyon,  Yellow  Creek  Basin,  Yellow  Creek  Ridge) 
were  excluded  from  RMP  consideration  as  "not  meeting  the  criteria  for 
consideration..."  CONPS  has  corresponded  with  BLM  officials  about  this 
decision,  with  which  we  disagree.  We  wish  to  include  this  correspondence  as 
part  of  our  comments  on  the  draft  RMP;  copies  are  enclosed  of  the  following 
letters : 


October   21,    1983 
November  29,    1983 

March  6,   1984 
July  3,   1984 


CONPS  to  BLM 

BLM  reply  to  CONPS  letter  of  October  21 

CONPS  to  BLM 

BLM  reply   to  CONPS    letter  of  March  6 


This   correspondence  may  be    summarized  as   follows: 

(1)    On    October    21,     1983,     CONPS    requested    the    District    Manager's 
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determinations  as  to  potential  ACEC  designation  for  20  nominated  plant 
sites.  We  asked,  if  any  site  were  determined  not  to  meet  the  identification 
criteria,  for  an  analysis  of  the  reasoning.  (2)  Mr.  Carie  of  BLM  replied 
that  8  sites  "did  not  meet  the  criteria..."  He  cited  four  "reasons": 

1.  "reconnaissance- level  collection  of  data..."  (in  the  botanical 
inventory  conducted  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  under  contract  to 
BLM); 

2.  "...other  management  options..."; 

3.  "...like  or  similar  resources  exist  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and/or 
the  White  River  Resource  Area..."; 

4.  "...of  'local'  significance  only..." 

(3)  CONPS's  letter  of  March  6,  1984,  answered  in  detail  these  claims  by 
BLM.  Specifically,  CONPS  pointed  out  the  scientific  basis  of  the 
"reconnaissance  method"  of  vegetation  sampling,  as  used  in  The  Nature 
Conservancy's  botanical  inventory  of  the  Piceance  Basin.  We  noted  that  the 
existence  of  "other  management  options"  was  irrelevant  to  determination  of 
"relevance"  or  "importance"  as  those  terms  are  defined  in  the  Federal 
Regulations  (43  CFR  1610.7-2).  Finally,  we  disputed  the  claims  that  the  8 
sites  were  of  only  local  significance,  pointing  out  that  7  of  the  8 
contained  high  quality  examples  of  plant  associations  that  are:  (a)  rare 
throughout  their  range,  (b)  endangered. ..and  of  National  Concern,  (c) 
Critically  imperiled  in  Colorado...,  or  (d)  vulnerable  to  extirpation  from 
Colorado.  Both  these  classifications  and  other  evidence  cited  disprove  the 
argument  that  "like  or  similar  resources  exist..."  elsewhere.  We  asked  for 
a  reply  to  these  comments,  and  a  reconsideration  of  the  8  sites  as  potential 
Special  Management  Areas.  (4)  BLM  replied  on  July  3,  1984,  superciliously 
asserting,  "These  (8)  areas  were  not  included  in  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource 
Management  Plan  for  the  reasons  identified  in  our  letter  to  you  on  November 
29,  1983."  Significantly,  the  letter  stated  that  the  plant  associations  of 
concern  to  us,  occurring  on  the  8  excluded  sites,  "...are  found  in  many 
areas  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  White  River  Resource  Area,  Northwest  Colorado, 
Utah,  Wyoming,  and  other  areas  of  the  Great  Basin."  WE  EMPHATICALLY 
DISAGREE,  AND  WE  CHALLENGE  BLM  TO  PROVE  THIS  ASSERTION,  There  is  NO 
published  literature  substantiating  BLM's  claim.  The  Nature  Conservancy's 
inventory  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  conducted  by  competent  botanists  and  plant 
ecologists,  provides  the  only  complete  data  on  the  Basin.  These  data  do  not 
support  BLM  claims  that  the  remnant  vegetation  associations  are  common 
throughout  the  Basin  and  other  areas.  If  the  inventory  data  are  to  be 
ignored  by  BLM,  CONPS  requests  equal ly  detailed  data  support ing  the 
existence  of  supposedly  "equivalent"  vegetation  association  sites.  Such 
data  must  include  not  unsubstantiated  assertions,  but  specific  location(s), 
species  present,  and  the  percent  cover  of  major  components  of  the  vegetation 
association  (numbers,  obtained  by  appropriate  scientific  sampling 
techniques,  not  visual  estimates). 

The  statements  in  the  BLM  letters  of  November  29,  1983,  and  July  3,  1984, 
make  it  abundant ly  clear  that  BLM  personnel  do  not  have  the  training, 
experience,  or  competence  to  make  judgments  about  plant  ecological 
associations.  There  is  no  botanist  or  plant  ecologist  on  the  White  River 
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Resource  Area  staff.  Detailed,  specific  formal  education  in  plant  ecology, 
coupled  with  extensive  field  experience,  is  necessary  before  a  person  can 
begin  to  comprehend  the  intricacies  of  natural  plant  associations.  Training 
in  range  management,  wildlife  biology,  or  recreation  management  in  no  way 
provides  adequate  background  to  assess  plant  communities.  No  one  disputes 
that  the  individual  species  comprising  the  plant  associations  in  question 
may  occur  widely  in  the  Piceance  Basin  or  elsewhere;  it  is  the  association 
of  unusual  combinations  of  species,  or  of  unusual  frequencies  of  species 
within  specific  combinations,  that  make  remnant  vegetation  associations 
worthy  of  protection  for  future  study.  That  these  associations  are  difficult 
to  recognize  and  comprehend  makes  them  no  less  important  or  relevant  as 
components  of  our  botanical  resources.  Clearly,  there  is  no  White  River 
Resource  Area  staff  member  who  is  capable,  by  education  and  lengthy  field 
experience  with  plant  ecology  in  the  western  U.S.,  of  recognizing  or 
understanding  these  plant  associations.  We  reiterate,  there  are  no  data  and 
no  literature  to  support  the  BLM  assertion  of  the  widespread  occurrence  of 
these   remnant  vegetation  associations. 

Of  the  12  potential  Special  Management  Areas  (SMA)  considered  in  the 
Wildlife  Alternative  of  the  draft  RHP,  only  one  tiny,  worthless  SMA  (a  160 
acre  fragment  of  a  3,100  acre  site)  is  proposed  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  We  have  commented  before  on  this  absurdity,  and  on  the 
inadequacy  of  "avoidance  stipulations"  as  an  alternative  to  special 
management  area  designation  accompanied  by  a  specific  management  plan.  As 
evidence  of  the  inclination  of  BLM  to  impose  the  "avoidance  stipulation," 
we  ask  for  a  specific  answer  to  this  question:  Were  "avoidance 
stipulations"  incorporated  into  oil  and  gas  lease  C -36 555,  which  occurs  in 
part  in  the  Spring  Gulch  and  Upper  Greasewood  Creek  proposed  SMA  sites,  and 
which  was  offered  to  the  ajvplicant  on  2/6/84?  We  note  that  this  date  is 
long  after  the  importance  of  these  sites  had  been  documented  in  the 
botanical  inventory  and  recognized  by  BLM  in  the  Draft  RMP.  Avoidance 
stipulations,  it  is  claimed  (Preferred  Alternative,  page  160),  are  to  be 
applied  "whenever  possible..."  What  was  "impossible"  in  this  situation? 
What  about  the  several  other  oil  and  gas  leases  on  which  actions  occurred  in 
1983,  again  after  BLM  had  detailed  knowledge  of  the  location  and  importance 
of  the  20  plant  sites?  Were  avoidance  stipulations  written  into  any  of 
them?     Why  not? 


36 


124 


page  4 

and  irresponsible  as  to  deny  special  management  designation  for  this 
important  site?  CONPS  believes  that  this  site,  ranked  in  the  THC  inventory 
and  report  as  third  in  importance  among  the  20  sites,  now  deserves  to  move 
up  to  second  ranking  (exceeded  in  importance  only  by  South  Cathedral  Bluffs) 
as   a    result   of   the  new   taxa   found  there. 

Once  again  we  reiterate  our  belief  that  the  20  sites  proposed  in  the  1982 
botanical  inventory  comprise  the  M IK I MUM  set  of  sites  for  adequate 
preservation  of  the  botanical  resources  of  Piceance  Basin.  We  ask  that  the 
final   RMP    incorporate   SMA  designation    for    all   20    sites. 

With  the  exception  of  our  continued  support  for  SMA  designation  of  the  20 
plant  sites,  CONPS  supports  the  "Citizens'  Alternative"  RMP  proposal.  This 
alternative  recognizes  and  incorporates  several  excellent  elements  from 
other  Alternatives  of  the  Draft  RMP.  For  example,  the  application  of  the 
carrying  capacity  concept  to  all  land  uses  seems  to  us  to  be  a  progressive, 
desirable  component  of  the  RMP.  Similarly,  we  favor  the  designation  of 
utility  corridors  to  minimize  random  utility  spread  over  the  landscape,  and 
we  appreciate  the  common- sense  provision  that  prototype  oil  shale  projects 
must  prove  commercially  feasible  before  leasing  of  the  richest  oil  shale 
areas  will  be  permitted.  We  urge  that  detailed  consideration  be  given  in 
the   final  RMP    to    the   maintenance    of    air   and   water   quality    in    the    Basin. 

Finally,  we  ask  that  this  letter  of  comment  and  its  enclosures  be  printed  in 
the  final  RMP,  and  that  our  comments  and  questions  (in  the  enclosures  as 
well    as    the    letter    itself)    be   addressed    specifically  and    individually. 

Sincerely  yours, 


jd^stass^^kf-      fh^^H^^ 


Susan  S.  Martin 
President 


Enclosures:   Letters  of  10/21/83  (CONPS  to  BLM),  11/29/83  (BLM  to  CONPS), 
3/6/84  (CONPS  to  BLM),  and  7/3/84  (BLM  to  CONPS). 


125 


Several  newly-described,  very  rare  plants  are  found  on  the  Dudley  Bluffs 
proposed  SMA  site:  Lesquerella  congesta,  Penstemon  piceancii,  Physaria 
obcordata ,  and  As traga lus  lutosus.  Several  of  these  taxa  are  new  to 
science,  having  been  found  during  the  1982  botanical  inventory.  According 
to  the  best  information  now  available,  these  plants  occur  nowhere  else  in 
the  world  other  than  a  limited  area  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  Despite  the  fact 
that  they  are  too  new ly  known  to  have  traver sed  the  s low ,  lengthy  tra i  1  to 
official  listing  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  "threatened"  or 
"endangered,"  clearly  these  are  plants  that,  if  extirpated  in  the  Piceance, 
will  be  lost  forever.  Is  it  necessary  that  official  "threatened"  or 
"endangered"  status  be  obtained  for  these  rare  plants  before  BLM  recognizes 
its  obligation  to  preserve  them?   Can  the  Piceance  RMP  be  so  short-sighted 


Hon.  William  Clark,  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Mr.  Robert  Burford,  Director,  BLM 

Mr.  Kannon  Richards,  Colorado  State  Director,  BLM 

Mr.  Lee  Carie,  Craig  District  Manager,  BLM 

Dr.  Carse  Pustmueller,  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 

Mr.  David  Getches,  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Dr.  Faith  T.  Campbell,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

Mr.  Bruce  Manheim,  Environmental  Defense  Fund 
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14667   RBC    Road    5 
Rifle,    Colorado         S1650 


P.O.   Box  364 
Rifle,  CO     81650 
July  27,    1984 


LA 


Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado    81641 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Rio  Blanco  Stockgrowers  supports  the  Prefered  Alternative 

vs.  the  four  other  alternatives  especially  the  V.ildlife  Alternative 

in  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan. 

We  feel  that  any  plants  that  have  survived  the  numbers  of  cattle 
grazing  from  the  l890's  until  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  can 
survive  the  tremendous  decrease  in  cattle  numbers  that  utilize 
the  Basin  today.   We  have  come  from  year  around  grazing  to  the 
operations  today  that  feed  hay  three  to  six  months  of  the 
year. 

Vve  continue  to  support  a  multiple  use  concept  for  the  public 
lands  with  the  supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


Sincerely , 

Xerry    Oldland 

President 

Rio  Blanco  County  Stockgrowers  Association 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Besource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Keeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

This  letter  is  written  as  a  protest  to  the  recommendation  set  forth  in 
the  document  titled  "Piceance  Basin,  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement." 

The  section  of  the  document  dealing  with  special  management  areas, 
specifically  the  site  known  as  Coyote  Gulch  Allotment  is  a  great  concern 
to  me  and  my  family.  Your  proposal  is  to  withdraw  approximately  3,635 
acres  from  any  surface  occupancy  or  use  whatsoever.  I  do  not  find  the 
withdrawal  of  this  surface  area  to  be  consistent  with  historical  use  of 
the  property  for  ranching  operations.   I  have  been  associated  with 
grazing  in  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin  since  1927.  During  that  period  of 
time  I  have  been  associated  with  the  grazing  of  sheep  and  the  management 
of  property  under  mi'  control.  I  note  that  the  withdrawal  of  this  parcel 
of  property  is  for  the  purposes  of  preserving  certain  species  of  plants 
which  the  report  recommends  as  needing  protection.   I  do  not  see  any- 
thing within  your  report  to  justify  that  the  plants  would  be  destroyed 
by  continued  good  grazing  management  within  the  area.  Certainly  the 
plants  have  existed  under  the  current  range  management  operation  without 
difficulty. 

Further,  I  do  not  find  within  your  report  the  effects  that  the  with- 
drawal of  the  property  from  livestock  grazing  may  have  upon  plants  and 
their  ability  to  reproduce. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  remains  consistent 
with  past  operations  and  that  grazing  plans  be  formulated  to  strengthen 
and  better  the  plants  within  my  allotment  and  not  to  deny  livestock 
grazing  in  the  area. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours 
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•  truly  yours,, ,  r 


J.  REX  ROBINSON 
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Mr.  John  Singlaub 

Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

73544  Highway  64 

Meeker,  Colorado   81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  Synthetic 
Fuels  Committee  of  the  American  Mining  Congress  on 
the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  comment,  and 
appreciate  the  conscientious  efforts  of  officials 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  completing 
this  plan. 


Sincerely 


Enclosure 


The  American  Mining  Congress  is  a  Colorado  non-profit 
corporation  and  the  largest  national  trade  association  for  the 
mining  industry. 

GENERAL 

We  support  the  concept  of  multiple-use  planning  as  embodied 
in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  and  the 
national  policy  recognizing  the  nation's  need  for  domestic  sources 
of  minerals  enunciated  in  FLPMA,  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act 
of  1970  and  the  National  Materials  and  Minerals  Policy,  Research 
and  Development  Act  of  1980. 

We  believe  that  a  resource  management  plan,  based  upon 
appropriate  information  gathering  and  analysis  with  respect  to  all 
resources  and  their  interrelations,  is  essential  to  sound  decision- 
making regarding  the  multiple  use  of  public  lands.   We  have  iden- 
tified those  portions  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  that,  in  our  judgment, 
are  not  conducive  to  sound  decisionmaking  regarding  the  use  of 
public  lands  in  the  Piceance  Basin. 

Our  major  concerns  with  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  as  follows : 

(1)  The  use  of  the  carrying  capacity  concept. 

(2)  The  scope  of  the  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation 
stipulation. 

(3 )  The  establishment  of  "absolute"  open  pit  and  underground 
mining  priority  areas. 

(4)  The  unconditional  preclusion  of  surface  disturbances  in 
mandatory  protection  areas. 

(5)  The  priority  given  to  utility  corridors. 

(6)  The  lack  of  a  comprehensive  plan  to  consolidate  federal 
oil  shale  holdings  through  the  land  exchange  process . 

{ 7 )  The  lack  of  adequate  incentives  to  interest  industry  in 
research  tracts. 

(8)  The  lack  of  a  national  energy  emergency  plan. 

Our  specific  comments  follow. 
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I .   Carrying  Capacity—General 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  states  in  several  places  that  a: 
"...  lease  offering  process  would  be  followed  whereby  criti- 
cal carrying  capacities  for  air  quality,  water  quality, 
wildlife,  and  socioeconomics  would  not  be  exceeded"  (see 
pages  5  &  155).   While  the  carrying  capacity  concept  has 
theoretical  appeal,  finite  carrying  capacity  limits  should 
not  be  used  as  the  primary  decision-making  criteria  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  when  determining  whether  to 
offer  and  issue  oil  shale  leases  . 

The  BLM  would  necessarily  have  to  make  numerous 
hypothetical  assumptions  and  guesstimates  about  baseline 
development  and  development  on  potential  lease  offerings  in 
order  to  determine  whether  carrying  capacity  limits  could  be 
exceeded  as  a  result  of  prospective  leasing.   These  assump- 
tions include  projecting: 

(1)  The  location  of  individual  projects. 

(2)  The  timing  of  individual  projects. 

(3)  The  rate  of  production  at  individual  projects. 

(4)  The  technology  to  be  used  by  individual  projects. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  national  interest  would 
be  served  if  BLM's  mineral  leasing  decisions  were  based  on 
mere  guesstimates.   We  believe  that  the  permit  application 
and  review  stage  is  the  appropriate  time  for  determining 
whether  or  not  a  particular  oil  shale  tract  could  be  devel- 
oped in  compliance  with  federal  and  state  environmental 
standards,  such  as  the  proposed  air  and  water  quality 
thresholds  listed  in  Table  III-9,  page  156,  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS.   Furthermore,  such  a  determination  at  the  permit 
application  and  review  stage  should  be  made  by  the  govern- 
ment agency  that  is  legally  vested  with  the  responsibility 
for  enforcing  the  applicable  standard,  not  the  BLM. 

In  summary,  we  suggest  that  BLM  refrain  from  using 
carrying  capacity  estimates  as  primary  decision-making  cri- 
teria for  determining  whether  or  not  to  lease.   As  an  alter- 
native, we  suggest  that  carrying  capacity  estimates  only  be 
used  as  macroanalytic  planning  tools  to  identify  potential 
problem  areas. 

AMC's  three  most  significant  concerns  with  BLM's 
proposed  critical  carrying  capacity  determination  are  listed 
below: 

A.  The  critical  carrying  capacity  for  air  quality 
impacts . 

B.  The  critical  carrying  capacity  for  social/economic 
impacts . 
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C.   The  critical  carrying  capacity  for  wildlife  habitat 
impacts . 

The  following  pages  provide  details  on  our  concerns 
with  the  three  above-listed  components  of  BLM's  critical 
carrying  capacity  determination. 

A.   Air  Quality  Impacts — Critical  Carrying  Capacity 

The  BLM  is  proposing  to  use  a  pre-leasing  air 
quality  impact  analysis  as  a  key  factor  in  determining 
whether  or  not  a  tract  of  federal  oil  shale  land  is 
suitable  for  offering  in  a  lease  sale.   Apparently,  a 
tract  would  not  be  offered  for  sale  if  modeling  results 
indicate  that  the  assumed  emissions  from  such  a  tract 
have  the  potential  for : 

a)  Causing  an  exceedence  of  an  applicable  PSD 
increment . 

b)  Contributing  to  an  actual,  or  predicted,  PSD  incre- 
ment violation  by  an  existing  project  or  an  assumed 
project  on  currently  undeveloped  fee  property  or  a 
federal  lease  tract. 

c)  Causing  adverse  impacts  to  Air  Quality  Related 
Values  (AQRVs)  in  Class  I  PSD  areas. 

We  believe  that  insufficient  information  is 
available  at  the  time  a  leasing  decision  is  made  to 
meaningfully  estimate  the  air  quality  impacts  that  are 
likely  to  occur  during  actual  operations  on  a  lease 
tract.   The  size,  phasing,  employment  levels,  competing 
projects,  control  technology,  etc.,  cannot  be  accurately 
predicted  prior  to  the  award  of  the  lease  and  submittal 
of  a  Detailed  Development  Plan  (DDP).   As  such,  BLM's 
leasing  decisions  should  not  be  significantly  influenced 
by  potential  PSD  violations  indicated  by  "screening  mod- 
els" that  must  be  premised  on  a  myriad  of  assumptions 
regarding  future  emission  rates  and  the  dispersion  of 
those  emissions . 

Implementation  of  the  proposal  presented  in  the  " 
Draft  RMP/EIS  would  be  tantamount  to  BLM  allocating  PSD 
increments  in  the  Piceance  Basin.   We  believe  such  BLM 
involvement  in  the  PSD  increment  allocation  process 
would  be  entirely  inappropriate.   Pursuant  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  State  of  Colorado  are  the  appropriate 
entities  to  make  decisions  regarding  PSD  increment 
allocation. 

We  suggest  that  BLM  reexamine  its  role  in  deter- 
mining the  critical  carrying  capacity  for  air  quality 
impacts  in  the  Piceance  Basin.   BLM  certainly  is 
required  by  NEPA  to  analyze  the  potential  air  quality 
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impacts  of  any  proposed  leasing  activity.   However,  we 
do  not  believe  BLM' s  leasing  decisions  should  be  sig- 
nificantly influenced  by  the  mere  potential  for  PSD 
increment  violations  or  impacts  to  AQRVs -   Prior  to  the 
submission  of  a  DDP  by  the  lessee,  the  BLM  can  only  make 
"worst-case  estimates"  of  the  emission  rates  and  emis- 
sion points  that  would  be  associated  with  mineral  opera- 
tions on  a  proposed  lease  tract .   Such  "worst-case 
estimates"  should  not  be  elevated  to  the  role  of  a 
"major  factor"  in  BLM's  decison-making  process. 

BLM  has  recognized  in  earlier  planning  documents" 
that,  when  used  in  complex  terrain,  "screening  models" 
can  be  expected  to  yield  results  that  deviate  an  order 
of  magnitude  (factor  of  10)  from  the  real  results  that 
would  occur  in  the  atmosphere  due  to  the  analyzed  acti- 
vity.  Furthermore,  since  "screening  models"  usually 
employ  very  pessimistic  assumptions  regarding  pollutant 
dispersion,  a  BLM  "pre-leasing"  air  quality  analysis 
could  significantly  overestimate  the  actual  air  quality 
impacts  of  a  proposed  action. 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  suggest  that  BLM 
modify  the  appropriate  portions  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to 
state  clearly  that: 

Potential  PSD  increment  violations  indicated  by 
pre-leasing  air  quality  modeling  results  would  not 
be  a  primary  factor  in  making  the  decision  on 
whether  or  not  to  lease.   The  protection  of  PSD 
increments  is  the  statutory  responsibility  of  EPA 
and  the  appropriately  designated  state  agency. 
Therefore,  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  a  project 
should  receive  a  PSD  permit  must  be  made  by  the  EPA 
or  its  designate.   A  legally  supportable  permitting 
decision  can  only  be  made  by  the  EPA  (or  its  desig- 
nate) after  reviewing  a  PSD  permit  application  con- 
taining project  details  and  site-specific  data  that 
are  usually  not  available  until  well  after  the  lease 
sale  date. 

B-   Socioeconomic  Impacts — Critical  Carrying  Capacity 


49 


49 


49,50 


Absolute  carry in 
socioeconomic  impacts  ne 
planning  and  implementat 
measures.  The  Draft  RMP 
activities  to  ensure  tha 
rate  does  not  exceed  10 
EIS  leads  the  reader  to 
tion  growth  rate  in  exce 
without  significant  adve 


g  capacity  limits  for 
cessarily  imply  the  absence  of 
ion  of  appropriate  mitigation 
/EIS  proposes  to  stage  leasing 
t  the  annual  community  growth 
to  15  percent.   The  Draft  RMP/ 
believe  that  an  annual  popula- 
ss  of  15  percent  could  not  occur 
rse  socioeconomic  impacts. 


In  reality,  the  ability  of  a  community  to  absorb 
growth  is  clearly  a  relative  condition  that  will  vary 
greatly  among  communities  depending  on  the  amount  of 


infrastructure  currently  in  place,  the  amount  and  type 
of  impact  mitigation  provided ,  and  community  preference 
for  economic  development.   At  the  pre-leasing  stage, 
insufficient  project-specific  information  is  available 
to  accurately  predict  the  socioeconomic  impacts  of 
development  of  a  proposed  federal  lease  tract.   Most 
importantly,  at  the  pre-leasing  stage,  the  BLM  has  lit- 
tle way  of  predicting  the  methods  that  would  be  utilized 
to  mitigate  socioeconomic  impacts  that  occur  as  a  result 
of  lease  tract  development. 


10-36, 
11 


In  light  of  the  abov 
RMP/EIS  refrain  from  establi 
for  socioeconomic  impacts 
sibilities,  BLM  certainly  ha 
socioeconomic  consequences  o 
action.  However,  such  pre-1 
become  a  primary  decision-ma 
ing  whether  or  not  to  lease 
Rather,  pre-leasing  estimate 
should  be  used  as  a  planning 
problem  areas. 


we  suggest  tha 
shing  absolute  th 
To  fulfill  its  NE 

to  estimate  the 
f  any  proposed  le 
easing  estimates 
king  criteria  for 

federal  oil  sha 

s  of  socioeconomi 

tool  to  indicate 


t  the  Draft 
resholds 
PA  respon- 

potential 
asing 
should  not 

determin- 
le  tract . 
c  impacts 

potential 


Using  a  pre-leasing  estimate  of  potential 
socioeconomic  impacts,  the  BLM  could  develop  a  list  of 
the  potential  socioeconomic  problem  areas  that,  at  a 
minimum,  must  be  addressed  prior  to  approval  of  the 
lessee's  DDP.   The  BLM  and  appropriate  local  and  state 
officials  should  work  together  to  develop  this  list  of 
potential  socioeconomic  problem  areas.   However,  this 
suggested  list  of  potential  problem  areas  should  not  be 
used  to  mandate: 

©    Specific  methods  of  collecting  baseline  data. 

©    Specific  methods  of  impact  analysis. 

g    Specific  impact  mitigation  measures. 

Rather,  such  a  list  should  serve  to  enumerate  the  sig- 
nificant issues  that  must  be  addressed  in  the  socio- 
economic impact  mitigation  plan  to  be  included  in  the 
lessee's  DDP . 

BLM  should  never  delegate  to  a  local  government* 
body  the  ultimate  responsibility  for  making  land  manage- 
ment decisions  (especially  impact  mitigation  decisions) 
that  affect  a  federal  oil  shale  lease.   The  Draft  RMP/ 
EIS  should  clearly  state  that  the  BLM  has  both  the 
obligation  and  authority  to  resolve  those  situations 
where  federal  land  use  goals  cannot  be  met  as  a  result 
of  conflicting  state  or  local  land  use  goals. 
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Wildlife  Habitat  Impacts — Critical  Carrying  Capacity 
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We  are  concerned  with  the  BLM ' s  proposal  to 
never  reduce  livestock  grazing  in  order  to  provide  addi- 
tional forage  for  the  overwintering  mule  deer  herd.   The 
effect  of  such  a  proposal  would  be  to  create  another 
critical  carrying  capacity — specifically,  no  reduction 
in  livestock  grazing  on  the  public  lands  of  the  Piceance 
Basin. 

We  believe  the  above-described  proposal  is  not 
consistent  with  the  BLM ' s  statutory  responsibility  to 
manage  the  federal  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  for  the 
maximum  benefit  of  the  American  public.   Obviously, 
managing  the  federal  lands  of  the  Piceance  Basin  for  the 
maximum  benefit  of  the  public  necessitates  that  several 
beneficial  land  uses  be  balanced  and  prioritized  against 
each  other.   After  such  a  balancing  process,  an  appro- 
priate mixture  of  all  beneficial  land  uses  can  be 
developed . 

We  understand  the  purpose  of  the  RMP  process  is 
to  balance  various  potential  land  uses  using  certain 
criteria,  and  then  develop  a  plan  involving  a  mixture  of 
land  uses  that  would  provide  the  maximum  benefit  to  the 
public.    Unfortunately,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not 
undertake  any  balancing  or  prioritization  of  the  three 
primary  beneficial  land  use's  of  the  Piceance  Basin — 
minerals  development,  wildlife  habitat,  and  livestock 
usage.   Rather,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  a  rigid, 
unconditional  policy  stating,  in  effect,  that  the  cur- 
rent livestock  and  wildlife  uses  will  not  be  reduced. 

The  effect  of  BLM ' s  proposal  is  that  minerals 
development  land  uses  would  not  be  permitted  unless  the 
current  levels  of  livestock  and  wildlife  uses  were  main- 
tained.  BLM's  proposal  appears  to  be  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  Piceance  Basin  is  far  more  valuable 
to  the  American  public  for  its  capability  to  support 
livestock  and  wildlife  land  uses  than  for  its  mineral 
resources.   We  believe  BLM's  apparent  assumption  is 
seriously  flawed.   Our  belief  is  premised  on  the  follow- 
ing points : 
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a)  The  Piceance  Basin  contains  the  richest  known 
deposit  of  oil  shale  in  the  world.   Because  of  the 
continuing  decline  of  domestic  crude  oil  reserves, 
the  Piceance  Basin  is  a  vital  national  asset. 
Development  of  the  oil  shale  deposits  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  would  supplement  our  domestic  supply 
of  liquid  hydrocarbons  and  enhance  national  economic 
security. 

b)  The  federal  government  would  receive  substantial 
revenues  from  the  development  of  oil  shale  and  its 
associated  minerals  found  on  the  public  lands  of  the 
Piceance  Basin.   These  federal  revenues  derived  from 
minerals  development  would  dwarf  those  derived  from 
livestock  grazing  fees. 

We  suggest  that  the  BLM  develop  a  prioritized 
balance  between  the  three  primary  beneficial  land  uses 
of  the  Piceance  Basin — minerals  development,  wildlife 
habitat,  and  livestock  usage.   In  developing  the 
balance,  we  suggest  that  livestock  usage  be  given  a  sig- 
nificantly lower  priority  than  wildlife  (specifically 
mule  deer)  habitat  or  minerals  development. 

When  domestic  energy  conditions  warrant  oil 
shale  development  in  the  Piceance  Basin,  we  suggest  that 
BLM  implement  temporary  reductions  in  allowable  live- 
stock stocking  rates  on  appropriate  public  lands.   The 
suggested  temporary  reductions  in  livestock  numbers 
would  allow  minerals  development  activities  to  proceed 
in  the  Piceance  Basin  while  still  allowing  maintenance 
of  the  current  winter  population  of  mule  deer. 

II .   Miscellaneous  Provisions 

A.   Socioeconomic  Impact  Mitigation  Stipulation 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  contains  the  following 
socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  stipulation  that  the  BLM 
would  be  committed  to  enforcing : 

A  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease  shall  be  that  the 
lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall  develop  a 
mutually  agreeable  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation 
plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed 
Development  Plan"  (see  page  215). 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  claims  that  the  above-described  lease 
stipulation  would  be: 

...similar  to  Section  15  of  the  Environmental 
Stipulations  of  the  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Lease 
included  in  Appendix  A  in  the  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PSEIS)  on  the  Proto- 
type Oil  Shale  Leasing  Program  (USDI,  BLM  1983). 
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We  see  little  "similarity"  between  the  stipula- 
tion presented  in  the  PSEIS  for  the  Prototype  Program 
and  the  stipulation  presented  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   The 
stipulation  in  the  FSEIS  requires  that  the  lessee  "con- 
sult with  affected  local  government  agencies  to  deter- 
mine the  most  appropriate  elements  to  be  included  in  the 
Socioeconomic  and  Transportation  Report."   The  stipula- 
tion in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  requires  that  the  lessee  and 
the  affected  local  government  agencies  "develop  a 
mutually  agreeable  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation 
plan."   We  believe  the  difference  between  the  two 
stipulations  is  extremely  significant. 

At  issue  here  is  whether  the  BLM  should  adopt  a 
policy  that  would  automatically  require  lease  cancella- 
tion if  the  lessee  and  affected  local  governments  could 
not  develop  a  "mutually  agreeable"  plan  to  mitigate 
potential  socioeconomic  impacts.   We  oppose  such  a 
policy  and  recommend  that  the  proposed  lease  stipula- 
tions be  eliminated  from  the  RMP. 

The  stipulation  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is 
attempting  to  address  a  very  controversial  issue — an 
issue  that  should  be  resolved  by  policy  guidance  from 
the  highest  levels  of  the  BLM.   The  BLM  has  a  formal 
policy  regarding  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  for 
federal  coal  leasing  in  Colorado  and  other  western 
states;  however,  we  are  aware  of  no  such  policy  for 
federal  oil  shale  leasing. 

The  policy  applicable  to  federal  coal  leasing  is 
described  in  the  attached  memorandum  from  the  Deputy 
Director  for  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  to  the  State 
Director,  Colorado,  entitled  "Socioeconomic  Mitigation 
Measures  for  Federal  Coal  Leasing,"  (July  1983).   As  a 
result  of  this  policy  memorandum,  the  following  stipula- 
tion was  deleted  from  the  Green  River-Hams  Fork  Round  I 
Sale: 

The  lessee  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  BLM  con- 
currently with  the  filing  of  its  mine  plan,  a 
socioeconomic  and  transportation  impact  mitigation 
study,  concerning  off-site  aspects  of  the  proposed 
development,  which  will  include  a  factual  state- 
ment... of  the  items  listed  as  attachment  A. 

The  above  stipulation  would  have  required  impact  infor- 
mation to  be  gathered  in  consultation  with  local 
governments . 

The  BLM  policy  memorandum  that  resulted  in  the 
deletion  of  the  preceding  stipulation  to  federal  coal 
leases  calls  into  question  the  validity  of  the 
socioeconomic  stipulation  proposed  in  the  FSEIS  for  the 
Prototype  Program  that  is  referenced  as  the,  model  for 
the  stipulation  proposed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   The  BLM 
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socioeconomic  policy  for  coal  was  developed  and  effec- 
tive after  the  printing  of  the  FSEIS  for  the  Prototype 
Program,  and  thus  should  supersede  statements  made  in 
the  Prototype  FSEIS. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  lease  stipulation  in 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  a  controversial  stipulation  that 
should  not  be  decided  at  the  BLM  "Area"  level.  This 
policy  for  federal  oil  shale  leasing  should  be  recon- 
ciled with  the  federal  coal  leasing  policy  by  appropri- 
ate officials  at  the  state  and  national  levels  of  the 
BLM. 

Mandatory  Protection  Areas 

As  described  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  Mandatory 
Protection  Areas  were  established  by  BLM  on  those  lands 
where  wildlife  habitat  or  cultural  resource  values  must 
be  specially  managed  to  comply  with  pertinent  laws  and 
regulations .   BLM  proposes  to  ban  any  disturbance  of  the 
land  surface  within  these  Mandatory  Protection  Areas. 
Several  of  these  Mandatory  Protection  Areas  are  scat- 
tered within  the  boundaries  of  the  Oil  Shale  Priority 
Use  Areas.   BLM  should  be  aware  that  the  establishment 
of  these  relatively  small  Mandatory  Protection  Areas 
could  seriously  restrict,  and  possibly  preclude,  the  use 
of  open  pit  and  true  in  situ  mining  in  significant  por- 
tions of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

The  RMP  indicates  that  certain  lav/s  and  regula- 
tions require  the  preclusion  of  surface  disturbances  in 
the  Mandatory  Protection  Areas.   The  Draft  RMP/EIS  fur- 
ther indicates  that  lands  containing  raptor  nests  or 
cultural  resource  sites  listed  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  were  the  primary  lands  clas- 
sified as  Mandatory  Protection  Areas.   We  are  not  aware 
of  any  laws  that  require  the  absolute  preclusion  of  sur- 
face disturbances  on  lands  containing  raptor  nests  or 
cultural  resources  sites  listed  on  th  NRHP.   For  exam- 
ple, the  USFWS  is  currently  developing  regulations  that 
will  permit,  under  certain  conditions,  raptor  nests  to 
be  moved  in  order  to  enhance  mineral  resource  recovery. 
Also,  federal  regulations  allow,  under  certain  condi- 
tions, the  disturbance  of  cultural  resource  sites  that 
are  listed  on  the  NRHP  [See  36  CFR  60.2  and  36  CFR 
800.5(b)  (633. 

In  light  of  the  above,  we  suggest  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  RMP/EIS  be  revised  to  provide  BLM  with  the 
flexibility  to  allow  surface  disturbances  in  Mandatory 
Protection  Areas  when  such  disturbances  are  warranted  to 
enhance  mineral  resource  recovery  and  can  be  legally 
permitted  with  appropriate  protection  measures . 
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C.  Open  Pit  and  Underground  Priority  Areas 

Volume  1  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  discusses  the  Oil 
Shale — Open  Pit  Priority  Area  in  a  way  that  limits  that 
area  exclusively  to  development  using  open  pit  mining 
techniques  (see  page  153).   On  the  other  hand.  Volume  2 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  indicates  that  underground  mining 
could  be  allowed  in  the  Oil  Shale — Open  Pit  Priority 
Area  (see  page  12). 

We  suggest  that  this  inconsistency  be  remedied 
by  providing  language  in  the  RMP  that  makes  it  clear 
that  any  oil  shale  priority  are-a  is  not  exclusively 
restricted  to  a  particular  mining  or  recovery  method. 
To  implement  our  suggestion,  the  priority  use  maps  could 
be  simplified  by  reducing  the  three  oil  shale  priority 
areas  to  two  areas,  "oil  shale — multimineral"  and  "oil 
shale — unrestricted."   Implementation  of  our  suggestion 
would  ensure  that  sufficient  flexibility  is  available  to 
select  the  most  appropriate  technology  or  mix  of  tech- 
nologies for  optimizing  resource  recovery  when  consider- 
ing the  economic  and  environmental  constraints  existing 
at  the  time  of  mineral  development. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  we  suggest  that  the 
description  of  the  oil  shale  priority  areas  in  Volume  2 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  be  expanded  to  cover  both  true  in 
situ  retorting  and  modified  in  situ  retorting.   These 
methods  are  important  potential  shale  oil  recovery 
methods  that  have  been  demonstrated  at  the  Logan  Wash 
and  Geokinetics  test  sites.   No  mention  of  true  in  situ 
or  modified  in  situ  retorting  is  provided  anywhere  in 
Volume  2  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   For  example,  the  discus- 
sion of  the  Oil  Shale — Multimineral  Priority  Area 
implies  that  the  only  "allowable"  multimineral  technolo- 
gies would  be  open  pit  or  underground  mining  (see  page 
12  of  Volume  2).   Once  again,  we. recommend  the  RMP  dis- 
cuss oil  shale  recovery  methods  in  a  more  general  way  so 
that  no  potentially  viable  recovery  method  is  inadver- 
tently excluded. 

D.  Utility  Corridors 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  to  preclude  open  pit 
mining  in  utility  corridors.   This  limitation  is 
unnecessary  because  the  corridors  can  be  relocated  and 
returned  to  their  original  position  after  an  open  pit 
mine  migrates  through  an  area.   In  addition,  such  a  pre- 
clusion may  lock  up  oil  shale  reserves  that  otherwise 
would  be  recoverable  . 

We  are  also  very  concerned  with  the  language 
found  on  page  237  that  advocates  a  1.4  cent  per  mile  tax 
over  and  above  normal  tax  and  license  fees  to  offset  the 
cost  of  damage  to  highways  from  heavy  truck  traffic.   No 
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information  is  provided  on  how  this  number  was  derived 
or  would  be  implemented .  Such  information  should  be 
provided  if  the  BLM  insists  on  including  such  a  recom- 
mendation. However,  we  suggest  that  the  proposed  road 
tax  be  deleted  from  the  RMP/EIS  since  BLM  has  no  respon- 
sibility for  setting  or  administering  highway  and  road 
taxes  in  the  State  of  Colorado. 

E.  Land  Exchanges 

A  major  obstacle  in  the  development  of  private 
oil  shale  lands  and  the  leasing  of  federal  oil  shale 
lands  is  the  small  size  and  irregular  shape  of  many 
tracts.   The  RMP  should  establish  a  strategy  of  land 
exchanges  that  improves  irregular  boundaries  and  coa- 
lesces small  tracts  into  larger  tracts. 

F.  Research  Tracts 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  research  tracts  to 
promote  the  development  of  oil  shale  technology.   The 
BLM  should  recognize  that  oil  shale  pilot  or  demonstra- 
tion projects  are  very  costly  to  conduct.   Consequently, 
oil  shale  developers  are  unlikely  to  lease  research 
tracts  unless  they  have  some  preferential  rights  to 
expand  such  a  research  tract  into  a  commercial-size 
tract.   We  recommend  that  the  RMP  establish  criteria 
that  would  entitle  the  research  leaseholder  to  some 
preferential  right  to  a  commercial  tract. 

G.  National  Energy  Emergency 

Oil  shale  is  an  important  potential  domestic 
source  of  oil  that,  if  developed,  could  alleviate  the 
adverse  consequences  of  U.S.  dependence  on  foreign  oil. 
However,  the  RMP  does  not  address  how  the  Piceance  Basin 
would  be  managed  under  the  conditions  of  a  national 
energy  emergency. 

We  recommend  that  the  RMP  include  a  strategy 
that  would  contribute  to  alleviating  problems  that  could 
arise  during  a  national  energy  emergency.   Such  a  strat- 
egy is  vital  since  oil  shale  development  requires  long 
lead  times. 

H.   Industrial  Association 

The  Appendix  A  from  the  FSEIS  of  the  Prototype 
Program  was  referenced  as  "committed  mitigation"  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS.   In  addition,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  discusses 
the  establishment  of  an  industrial  association  to  coor- 
dinate the  efforts  of  mineral  companies  and  government 
agencies  in  matters  such  as  impact  studies  and  mitiga- 
tion efforts.   BLM's  references  to  such  cooperation  as 
"committed  mitigation"  is  entirely  inappropriate. 
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Reference  to  industrial  associations  as  "committed 
mitigation"  should  be  del e ted  from  the  RMP - 

I  -   Human  Services  Building  Plan 

On  page  69,  the  RMP  states  that  "a  $100  million 
Human  Services  building  plan"  is  proceeding  in  Rifle. 
This  sentence  should  read:   "A  $800,000  Human  Services 
building  was  recently  completed  that  provides  space  to 
area  human  services  providers  at  essentially  no  charge , 
as  well  as  other  county  departments." 

J.   Working  Group  Proposal 

Page  20  references  the  Joint  Working  Group  pro- 
posal on  leasing  legislation.   The  reference  should  be 
corrected  to  show  the  current  status  of  that  proposal. 
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American  Petroleum  Institute 
1220  L  Street.  Northwest 
Washington.  D.C.  20005 
202-682-8140 
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C.  T.  Sawyer 

Vice  Presiaent 


RECEIVED 
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July    26,    1984 


Piceance  Basin  RMP 

Team  Leader 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO   81641 

Dear  Sir: 

The  American  Petroleum  Institute  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
issued  for  public  comment  on  April  27,  1984.   The  API  is  a 
trade  association  of  234  companies  and  approximately  7,000 
individual  members.   A  number  of  our  members  are  or  plan  to 
be  participants  in  the  development  of  oil  shale  and  have  a 
substantial  interest  in  efforts  to  make  the  federally-owned 
resource  available. 

Our  members  have  reviewed  the  RMP/EIS  in  conjunction  with  the 
Committee  on  Oil  Shale  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas 
Association  (RMOGA) .   We  have  contributed  to  those  comments 
and  have  reviewed  and  approved  them.   We  would  therefore 
appreciate  your  acceptance  of  our  endorsement  of  RMOGA ' s 
comments  as  also  representing  the  views  of  API  on  the  Piceance 
Basin  RMP/EIS. 

We  would  be  happy  to  discuss  any  questions  you  may  have  on 
API's  views  on  the  RMP/EIS.   Please  contact  our  Synthetic 
Fuels  Director  Bruce  Petersen  at  (202)  682-8235. 

Sincerely , 


CUoi 


R.  Leiber 
P.  Oldham 
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An  equal  opportunity  employer 
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Friends  of  the  Earth 

P.O.  Box  728 

Palisade,  Colorado  81526 
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27  July  1984 


Curt  Smith,  Resource  Area  Manager 

Mike  Getman,  Acting  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  31641 


Dear  Curt  and  Mike: 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  Friends  of  the  Earth's  comments  on  the  the  Piceance 
Basin  Resource  Management  Plan.  These  comments  will  augment  our  prior  testi- 
mony, our  submission  of  the  Citizens'  Alternative,  and  our  prior  participation 
in  RMP  scoping  and  discussions.  Our  comments  incorporate  the  proposed  "Citi- 
zens' Alternative",  commentary  and  explanation  on  the  "Citizens'  Alternative", 
and  comments  on  additional  issues  raised  by  the  RMP. 

We  understand  that  the  Bureau's  budget  threatens  completion  and  implementation 
of  the  RMP.  We  hope  that  you  are  able  to  restore  sufficient  funding  to  finish 
the  RMP  in  a  responsive  manner.  The  scope  of  the  RMP  is  broader  than  origin- 
ally anticipated  and  may  merit  reprogramming  of  general  land  use  planning 
funds.  The  effort  contributed  to  this  RMP  by  the  Department  and  the  public 
should  not  end  prematurely. 

Thank  you. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Connie  Albrecht  / 

Colorado  Representative 


/Z/L~_ 
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Kevin  Markey 

Friends  of  the  Earth  Consultant 


27  July   1984 


General   Comments 


Friends  of  the  Earth's  Comments  on  the 
Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 


The  Piceance  3asin  Resource  Management  Plan  represents  an  achievement  imposs- 
ible three  years  ago.     The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  made  extraordinary 
progress  in  developing  an  acceptable  RMP  for  the  Piceance  Basin.     While  the 
Plan  is  not  perfect,   we  applaud  several   of  its  features: 

o         The  plan  accepts   the  importance   of  carrying  capacity  as  a  criteria  for 
future  oil   shale  leasing  and  land  exchange  decisions. 

o        The  plan  rejects  earlier  3ureau  proposals  to  make  site-specific  leasing 
decisions  at  this  time. 

0         The  RMP  requires  committed  mitigation  to  solve   socio-economic  problems. 

o        The  RMP  includes  several   provisions  and  specific  goals  to  avoid 
speculative  oil    shale  leasing  and  meet  only  real   needs. 

o        The  plan  designates  priority  rights-of-way  corridors  and  sets  criteria 
for  approval   of  rights-of-way  which   fall   outside  such  corridors. 

o         Progress  and  diligence  in  the  development  of  prototype  leases  and  other 
private  oil   shale  projects  are  criteria  for  determining  need  for  new 
leasing. 

o        The  BLM  proposes  a  special   Mon-Motorized  Hunting  Area. 

o        The  Bureau  has  made  a  sincere  effort  and  has  used  advanced  techniques  to 
identify  and  resolve  geographic  resource  conflicts. 

o        The  Department  has  been  very  cooperative  in  seeking  and  encouraging 
public  involvement  in  the  development  of  the  resource  management  plan. 

Of  all   these  factors  which  contribute  to  a  more  acceptable  resource  management 
plan,  the  most  important  is  the  unprecedented  acceptance  of  threshold  criteria 
for  leasing  decisions.     Friends  of  the  Earth  hopes  that  the  Bureau  maintains 
its  commitment  to  this  concept.     We  believe  that  it  is  required  to  meet  the 
Bureau's   responsibilities  to  achieve  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  under 
the  Federal   Lands  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA).     Limiting  leasing  to  that 
which  may  be  sustained  by  the  regional   environment  and  local   communities  is 
essential   to  the  orderly  and  economic  development  of  the  oil   shale  resource. 

Despite  the  moribund  appearance  of  the  industry  and  some  practical   difficul- 
ties in  implementing  this  new  approach  to  leasing,   it  still   must  be  attempted. 
The  industry  will   not  always  be  as  depressed  as  in  today's  glut.     Once  shale 
oil   production  is  economic,  all   existing  logical   mining  units  in  private 
hands,  either  federal    leases  or  commercial-sized  private  lands,  may  be  deve- 
loped simultaneously.     Thus,  with  careful   planning,   such  a  crush  and  its 
impacts  can  be  prevented  today. 
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Though  there  is  little  agreement  on  how  to  accurately  assess  carrying  capa- 
city, the  Bureau  can  a  correct  its  decisions  through  comprehensive  and  consis- 
tent monitoring.  If  actual  impacts  exceed  expectations,  adequate  lease  stipu- 
lations should  allow  require  additional  mitigation. 

The  worst  thing  BLM  could  do  for  the  fledgling  shale  industry  is  to  encourage 
wasteful  speculation.  Leasing  beyond  real  needs  and  leasing  beyond  the  re- 
gion's carrying  capacity  will  do  that.  Maintaining  the  commitment  to  limits 
based  on  need  and  regional  thresholds  is  essential. 

Though  we  find  much  to  applaud  in  the  resource  management  plan,  it  still  needs 
improvement.  The  most  serious  deficiencies  are: 

o    More  specific  procedures  are  required  for  the  determination, 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  carrying  capacity  limits. 

o   More  definitive  criteria  are  needed  to  determine  the  success  and 

diligence  of  prototype  oil  shale  leases  and  the  demand  for  oil  shale. 

o    The  Bureau  needs  to  further  categorize  and  prioritize  lands  before  site 
specific  leasing  decisions. 

o    Standard  protective  lease  stipulations  should  be  developed  and  used. 

o    Inadequate  protection  is  offered  proposed  Special  Management  Areas. 

As  result,  Friends  of  the  Earth,  together  with  several  other  organizations, 
has  developed  a  proposed  "Citizens'  Alternative"  for  the  Piceance  Basin  Re- 
source Management  Plan.  It  attempts  to  address  these  and  other  shortcomings 
of  the  Bureau's  Preferred  Alternative.  Our  alternative  is  drawn  from  the  five 
BLM-proposed  alternatives  plus  additional  suggestions.  Since  each  BLM-pro- 
posed  alternative  is  considered  "complete,  reasonable  and  implementable",  we 
have  tried  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  to  use  the  various  proposed  alter- 
natives and  other  BLM  policies.  Where  we  believe  all  such  BLM  alternatives 
are  inadequate,  we  have  supplemented  them  with  ideas  of  our  own. 

Citizens '  Alternative  and  Commentary 

Friends  of  the  Earth  proposes  that  the  proposed  "Citizens'  Alternative"  re- 
source management  plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin  be  considered  to  replace  and 
supplement  the  "preferred  alternative"  drafted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  We  believe  our  Alternative  is  the  most  acceptable  resolution  of 
planning  issues  after  considering  the  potential  impacts  of  all  alternatives. 
We  also  believe  it  is  a  complete,  reasonable  and  implementable  master  plan  for 
managing  the  public  lands,  resources,  and  the  impacts  associated  with  such 
management  during  the  expected  life  of  this  plan. 

Below,  we  explain  why  these  changes  to  the  draft  Preferred  Alternative  should 
be  considered.  To  assist  your  analysis  of  our  proposal,  the  source  of  each 
item  in  the  Citizens'  Alternative  is  indicated  as  follows: 


Current  Management 

Wildlife 

Oil   &  Gas 

Oil   Shale 

Preferred  Alternative 


PP:     Policies   of  the  Prototype  Oil    Shale  Leasing  Program 

CA:     New  suggestion  in  Citizens'   Alternative 

CR:     Cross  reference  to  a  BLM  planning  principle  elsewhere  in  plan. 

In  drawing  from  BLM's  alternatives,  we  used  the  text  in  the  "Piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan  Alternative  Summary",  Table  III-l,   pages  80  to  84  in 
the  RMP.     Refer  to  that  table  for  comparison  purposes.     In  the  pages  that 
follow,  our  explanatory  comments  are  marked,   and  the  proposed 
"Citizens'   Alternative"   is  delimited  by  quotes. 

Objectives 

"To  achieve  the  combination  of  management  options  that  is  the  most  acceptable 
resolution  of  the  planning  issues  after  considering  the  potential    impacts  of 
all   alternatives   [PA]." 

Air  Resources 

Remark:  We  clarify  the  relationship  between  site-specific  air  quality  comp- 
liance  and  the  carrying  capacity  limits  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Also, 
we  propose  research  to  better  define  and  access  regional   capacities. 

"Minimize  air  quality  degradation  through  legal   compliance,  monitoring,  analy- 
sis,  and  impact  mitigation.     Project  specific  evaluations  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  [CM]  on  an  individual   and  cumulative  basis   [CR].     Protect  regional   air 
quality  through  implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections   in  the  Prefer- 
red Alternative   [CR]." 

"BLM  will   initiate  air  quality  research  to  obtain  adequate  data  for  realistic 
air  quality  modeling.     Oefine  BACT  as  that  oil   shale  process  which  is   least 
emissive  [CA]." 

Oil   Shale 

Remark:     Reclamation  of  spent  shale  and  the  advantages  of  open  pit  mining  are 
still   unproven. 

"Limit  leasing  to  methods  with  least  disturbance.     No  new  open  pit  (except 
C-a).     [W  with  modifications].     Priority  areas  for  oil   shale  does  not  allow 
for  new  open  pit  [W]." 

Remark :     The  Basin's  depocenter  is  too  valuable  to  develop  on  a  piecemeal, 
speculative  basis.     Its  exploitation  should  await  more  efficient  technologies. 

"No  oil   shale  leasing  in  multimineral   area   (depocenter)   [OS].     Postpone  oil 
shale  leasing  in  multimineral   area  [depocenter]  until    improved  recovery  rates 
are  proven.      In  KGS,  oil   and  gas  have  priority  [PA].     Depocenter  reserved; 
Piceance  dome  area  excluded.   [OG]." 

"No  tracts  identified  [PA]." 

Remark:     More  definitive  criteria  are  required  to  determine  need  for  oil   shale 
and  need  for  leasing.     We  believe  that  successful   development  of  prototype 
leases  is  the  minimum  acceptable  criteria  for  new  commercial    leasing.      It  is 
ludicrous  that  an  industry  as  large  as  1.5  million  barrels  per  day  could  be 
developed  on  land  currently  available,  yet  there  might  be  a  "need"  for  addi- 
tional  oil    shale  leases  prior  to  such  successful   prototype  development.     We 
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suggest  that  to  be  successful,   a  prototype  demonstration  of  shale  oil    produc- 
tion must  also  demonstrate  environmental    and  social   acceptability  at  costs 
competitive  with  world  prices  without  subsidies. 

"Consider  new  leasing  only  when  prototype  tracts  are  developed  and  operating 
commercially   [W]  and  environmental   analysis  determines   that  development  of 
commercial    leases  is  environmentally,   socially  and  economically  acceptable 
[CA].     Reclamation  must  be  proven  successful   on  a  commercial   prototype  scale 
prior  to  new  leasing  [PP].     Future  lease  offerings  based  on  demand  [PA]  for 
shale  oil   at  competitive  world  prices  without  subsidization  [CA]." 

Remark:     This  is  the  heart  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  most  important 
component  of  our  proposal.     As  in  the  RMP,   it  is  impossible  to  capture  the 
full   content  of  carrying  capacity  limits  in  a  short  summary.     Thus,   we  have 
only  slightly  edited  the  PA  summary  and   referred  to  the  main  RMP  text.      In 
addition,  we  will   append  additional   comments  at  the  end  of  the  "Citizens' 
Alternative".     We  also  add  the  Wildlife  Alternative  one-lease-each-five-years 
limit,   as  a  precaution  if  carrying  capacity  determinations  become  too  inaccu- 
rate.    We  clarify  that  impacts  are  measured  cumulatively. 

"A  lease  offering  process   (specified  in  the  main  text  of  the  RMP)  would  be 
followed  whereby  critical   carrying  capacities  may  not  be  exceeded  by  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  development  of  existing  properties  and  proposed  leases. 
Monitor  impacts  as  development  occurs  so  as  not  to  allow  additional    leasing  if 
carrying  capacities  may  be  excluded   [PA  edited  and  main  RMP  text  reference 
added].     No  more  than  one  tract  leased  every  five  years   [W]." 

Remark:     Limiting  off  tract  disposal   is  consistent  with  our  open  pit  concerns 
above.     We  also   restate  our  understanding   that  BLM  will    not  approve  off-site 
disposal   for  C-a  until   the  forthcoming  C-a  EIS  determines  the  need  and  appro- 
priate site  for  disposal. 

"No  new  off-tract  disposal    (except  for  C-a)    [W].      Off-site  disposal    authorized 
for  tract  C-a  only  after  environmental   impact  statement  determines  the  need 
for  prototype  development  of  the  tract  and  determines   the  best  site  according 
to  net  resource  recovery  and  environmental   protection  criteria  [CA]." 

Remark:     We  agree  that  major  land  exchanges  should  be  considered  in  the  same 
light  as  full   oil   shale  leases. 

"Exchanges   included  in  lease  limits  [W].     Exchanges  subject  to  constraints  of 
carrying  capacity  and  the  same  location  constraints  as   leasing,    i.e.,   reserve 
depocenter,  exclude  Piceance  Dome  area.     Priority  given  to  small   areas  that 
facilitate  private  development  by  supplementing  otherwise  commercial   sized 
private  tracts.     Exchanges  of  large  blocked  up  Federal    lands  discouraged  [PA 
with  clarification  and  style  editing]." 

Evaluate  small   research  tracts  on  merits  of  technology  and  availability  of 
alternative  private  lands.     No  commercial   operations   [PA]. 

Remark :     We   believe  that  one  failing  of   the  conflict  resolution  process   in 
this  RRP  is   its  failure  to  prioritize  lands  available  for  shale  oil    develop- 
ment by  other  important  criteria.     This   is  especially  unfortunate  since  BLM's 
MOSS  analytic  capabilities  make  such  prioritization  possible.      Such  prioriti- 
zation could  help  focus  future  debate  on  site-specific  leasing  decisions. 
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"Priority  use  areas  for  oil  shale  leasing  shall  be  categorized  and  further 
prioritized  based  on  land  reclamabili ty  factors  such  as  soils,  erosivity, 
slope,  aspect,  net  evapotranspiration,  net  recharge  potential,  etc.  [CA]. 
(See  also  Wildlife  section  concerning  conflict  resolution  criteria.)" 

Remark:  Prototype  experience  (however  meager)  to  date,  environmental  re- 
search,  BLM's  land  use  planning,  and  other  evidence  should  be  adequate  to 
augment  the  standard  prototype  lease  stipulations.  Such  standard  stipulations 
(which  should  be  further  supplemented  by  site-specific  findings  at  the  site- 
specific  leasing  phase  and  should  be  responsive  to  new  research  and  land  use 
analyses)  would  be  useful  in  accurately  assessing  impacts  and  additional 
mitigation  needs. 

"Based  on  prototype  experience,  this  land  use  plan  and  environmental  research, 
the  Department  shall  develop  standard  environmental  protection  stipulations 
for  inclusion  in  future  leases  prior  to  future  oil  shale  leasing.  Site  spec- 
ific stipulations  shall  be  added  to  leases  based  on  site  specific  environmen- 
tal impact  analysis  [CA]." 

Sodium 

Remark :  Sodium-only  leasing,  as  we  have  often  argued,  is  poor  resource  plan- 
ning and  very  inefficient.  It  can  make  uneconomic  future  multi-mineral  shale 
oil   recovery. 

"No  sodium-only  leasing,   only  concurrent  with  oil   shale  leasing   [W,0S]." 

Coal 

Remark:     Coal    leasing  should  be  subject  to  the  same  carrying  capacity  limits 
as  oil- shale  leasing,   so  as  to  not  prejudice   future  shale  leasing  decisions. 
Given  the  other  demands  on  the  region,  we  believe  that  coal    leasing  should  not 
have  a  high  priority  and  should  be  limited  to  meeting  needs  of  existing 
leaseholders  only.     Also,   the  BLM  should  not  rely  on  the  old  MFP  revision,   but 
should  reevaluate  the  coal   plan  in  the  context  of  this  RMP. 

"Future  coal   leasing  would  be  considered  only  for  underground  methods  on  a 
total   of  29,610  acres  [W]  on  a  short-term  criteria  basis,   i.e.,  as  needed  to 
meet  the  demands  of  existing  lessees.     Coal   leasing  impacts  would  be  evaluated 
as  part  of  regional   carrying  capacity  [CA]." 

Locatable  Minerals 

"None  currently  being  developed;  most  of  the  planning  area  is  closed  to 
mineral   entry  due  to  oil   shale  withdrawal    [PA]." 

Oil   and  Gas 

Remark:  Changes  are  made  to  add  greater  future  protections  for  SMA's.  We 
also  support  making  the  transportation  plan  requirements  of  the  Umbrella  EA 
mandatory,  as  BLM  admits  to  the  ineffectiveness  of  voluntary  compliance. 

"KGS's  would  have  priority  [W]  except  where  they  conflict  with  SMA's  [CA]. 
All  oil  and  gas  lands  open  subject  to  stipulations  in  the  Oil  and  Gas  Umbrella 
EA  [W].  New  or  reissued  leases  shall  be  subject  to  additional  stipulations 
for  other  resource  values  [W  modified].  SMA's  will  be  included  under  the 
Umbrella  EA  as  leases  are  retired  [CA].   (See  also,  Transportation)" 
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Saleable  Minerals 

"Existing  or  previously  used  sand  and  gravel  sites  would  be  favored, 
ment  excluded  from  areas  of  sensitive  environmental  values  [W]." 

Water  Resources 


Oevel op- 


Remark^  Water  resources  are  essential  for  maintaining  biological  resources  of 
the  Sasin  and  maximizing  multiple  use.  Its  protection  is  essential.  Thus,  we 
have  tried  to  strengthen  water  resource  protection  by  selecting  the  best 
features  of  the  Preferred  and  Wildlife  Alternatives  and  adding  some  water 
protections  not  considered  by  BLM,  including  SMA  designation  and  groundwater 
protections.  We  have  added  a  cross-reference  to  carrying  capacity. 

"Complete  spring  and  stream  channel  inventories.  Establish  baseline  condi- 
tions based  on  results  of  inventory  [PA].  Maintain  streams  that  meet  state 
standards  through  management  practices;  improve,  where  practical,  those  that 
don't  meet  standards.  Identify  sensitive  watersheds  through  watershed  manage- 
ment plans.  Improve  sensitive  watersheds  with  intensive  management  practices 
[W]  or  SMA  designation  [CA].  Restrict  use  of  public  lands  to  protect  sensitive 
watersheds  and  streams  not  meeting  minimum  standards.  Limit  ORY  use  in  sensi- 
tive watersheds  [W].  Protect  regional  stream  quality  and  pollutant  loading 
through  implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  [CR].  Develop  and  implement  protective  measures  for  groundwater 
in  the  Basin.  Watershed  and  groundwater  management  plans  and  standard  lease 
stipulations  must  be  in  place  prior  to  commercial  oil  shale  leasing.  Increase 
monitoring  and  enforcement  of  existing  and  new  lease  stipultions  [CA]." 

Soils 

"Maximize  productivity  of  the  soil  resource.  Minimize  disturbances  on  produc- 
tive or  fragile  soils.  Other  restrictions  would  be  applies  to  surface  distur- 
bing activities,  including  seasonal  ORY  closures  on  all  BLM  roads  and  trails 
when  roads  are  saturated  to  3  inches  [w].  Avoid  erosive,  saline  or  steep 
slopes.  Application  and  enforcement  of  reclamation  measures  on  surface  dis- 
turbing projects.  Improve  road  maintenance  [PA]." 

Forestry 

"Reduce  forest  product  sales  to  1,000  cords  of  firewood  and  100,000  board  feet 
of  sawtimber  annually  [OS]." 


ceptable  to  accept  the  existing  management  plan  without 
t  of  the  comprehensive  RMP.     We  suggest  continued  monitor- 


Livestock  Grazing 

Remark:     It  is  unacce 
revaluation  as  part  of  the  compr..... 

ing  of  grazing  and  forage  conditions  and  readjustment  as  necessary  and  adjust- 
ments (and  compensation)   for  SMA  designations. 

"Implement  grazing  management  plan.     Maximum  authorized  use  is  57,016  AUM's. 
Present  average   is   55,334  AUM's.     Long-term   (20  year)   allocation   is  54,011 
AUM's   [CM].     Adjust  authorized  AUM's   to  account  for  SMA  designations.     Fence 
some  SMA's  as  needed  to  protect  from  grazing.     Compensate  affected  ranchers 
for  such  lost  forage  [CA].     Monitor  quality  of  forage  and  capability  of  range. 
In  three  to  five  years  reevaluate  and  readjust  authorized  AUM's   to  account  for 
range  capability,  monitoring  results  and  anticipated  conflicting  uses   [CA]." 
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Wild  Horses 

"Reduce  herd  size  to  55-100  horses  by  198S  and  manage  to  sustain  herd  [W]." 

Wildlife 

Remark :     BLM's  biggest  wildlife  management  problem  is   finding  the  resources  to 
implement  its  plans.     If  such  resources  are  not  forthcoming,   all   related  plans 
and  RMP  determinations  should  be  revised.     Forage  allocations  should  not  be 
adjusted  to  account  for  shale  development;   rather,   shale  development  must 
conform  to  limits  and  allocations. 

"Implement  Piceance  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  to  improve  habitat  condi- 
tions of  recreational   species,   raptors,   and  threatened/endangered  species. 
Short  term  forage  allocation  to  wildlife  of  36,160  AUM's,   long-term  (20  year) 
allocation  of  40,501,   to  achieve  BLM-DOW  population  objectives  [PA].     Oil 
shale  development  must  occur  within  the  limits  of  existing  allocations  and 
carrying  capacities   [CA]." 

Remark:     BLM  proposes   that  underground  shale  mining  is  compatible  with  prior- 
i ty  wi 1 dl i f e  use   zones.     We  disagree.     Until   spent  shale  reclamation  is  pro- 
ven, underground  shale  mining  should  be  considered  just  as  surface-disruptive 
as  open  pit  and  other  surface  mining. 

"Until    long  term  viability  of  spent  shale  revegetation  and  reclamation  is 
proven,   plan  for  resource  priority  compatibility  based  on  the  assumption  that 
maintaining  critical   wildlife  areas   (critical   deer  winter  range,   elk  summer 
range)   is  incompatible  with  any  oil   shale  operations  requiring  surface  dispo- 
sal   or  mining   [CA]." 

Remark:     The  Yellow  Creek  Basin's  isolation  and  ecology  is  conducive  to  espe- 
cially  diverse  wildlife  and  native  plant  associations.      It  is   in  a  mule  deer 
migration  route.     It  should  be  protected,   at  least  until   more  is  known  about 
controlling  impacts  of  commercial   shale  development.     Such  designation  would 
not  be  incompatible  with  delaying  development  of  the  depocenter. 

"Add  an  ACEC  in  the  Yellow  Creek  Basin  (see  below)  to  protect  its  wildlife 
diversity  and  rich  flora." 

Rare  and  Sensitive  Plants 

Remark:     The  BLM  needs  to  protect  rare  and  sensitive  plants  with  more  effec- 
tive  provisions  than  proposed  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

"Protect  all   known  populations  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vege- 
tation associations  by  excluding  surface-disturbing  activities  [W]  from  habi- 
tats and  necessary  buffer  areas  [CA].     Designate  SMA's  as  indicated  below 
[CA]." 

Cultural   Resources 

Remark:     We  add  suggested  avoidance  of  particularly  damaging  activities  in 
sTtes  most  sensitive  to  disturbance  or  increased  access. 

"Cultural    resource  inventories  and  protection  are  performed  in  response  to 
individual    surface  disturbing  projects.     Standard  and  special    stipulations   are 
applied  on  a  case-by-case  basis.     Some  cultural   resources  will   be  intensively 
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managed  to  provice  for  analysis,  interpretation,  and  public  awareness  to  the 
extent  possible  [PA].  Road  building  and  other  construction  should  be  avoided 
where  it  would  harm  or  make  more  accessible  sites  needing  protection  [CA]." 

Paleontological  Resources 

"Based  on  a  resource  potential  classification  system,  paleontological  resour- 
ces are  identified  and  protected  on  an  individual  project  basis  [PA]." 

Recreation 

Remark:  We  applaud  the  more  intensive  management  of  hunting  opportunities  in 
the  Basin. 

"More  intensive  management  of  user  areas  and  sercies  would  occur.  Upgrade 
hunter  camps;  improve  access;  seasonal  visitor  services  program  for  hunters 
established;  public  access  to  White  Rive  improved.  Establish  Non-motorized 
Hunting  Area.  Hunter  concentration  areas  would  be  proposed  as  Special  Recrea- 
tion Management  Area  (SRMA).  Seasonal  and  permanent  ORY  closures  and  restric- 
tions would  occur  based  upon  non-motorized  hunting,  wildlife,  soils,  water- 
shed, ACEC  designations.  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  required  for  SRMA's 
[W]." 

Visual  Resources 

"Visual  design  would  be  emphasized  to  reduce  contrast  of  projects  [PA]." 

Remark:  The  Cathedral  Bluffs  area  is  an  important  visual  resource.  Greater 
protections  are  in  order. 

"Preserve  existing  high  visibility  in  and  around  Basin.  Establish  visual 
resource  protections  at  the  Cathedral  Bluffs  [CA]." 

Transportation 

Remark:  Effective  transportation  controls  and  mitigation  is  important.  We 
desire  mandatory  5-year  oil  and  gas  plans  of  development  to  minimize  impacts. 
We  also  desire  strict  reclamation  requirements. 

"Restrict  utility  and  transportation  corridors  [see  Lands  and  Realty]  as  pro- 
vided by  corridor  designation  [CR].  Provide  for  access  and  require  product 
transportation  such  as  pipelines  or  railroads  to  reduce  truck  transport  for 
major  projects.  Require  [W]  and  enforce  [CA]  5  year  plans  of  development  for 
new  or  reissued  leases  [W].  Add  strict  reclamation  stipulations  [CA]." 

Lands  and  Realty 

Remark:  We  applaud  the  Meeker  office's  balanced  corridor  planning  approach. 

"Priority  utility  corridors  designated.  Major  linear  utilities  would  be  en- 
couraged to  locate  within  designated  corridors.  Criteria  established  to  avoid 
sensitive  resource  values  for  major  linear  utilities  routing  outside  of  corri- 
dors [PA]." 

"Use  authorizations  issued  on  a  case-by-case  basis  [PA]." 

"Sales  of  public  lands  based  on  similar  criteria  as  Current  Management  Alter- 
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native.  850  acres  potentially  meet  the  criteria.  Additional  criteria  esta- 
blished for  future  land  disposal  consideration  [W]." 

"Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  considered  within  5  mile  radius  of  Meeker 
or  Rangely.  If  growth  increases  too  dramatically  for  communities  to  accept 
and  it  is  determined  by  local  officials  that  development  is  required  outside 
existing  communities  [PA],  additional  logical  sites  consistent  with  other 
resource  values  should  be  considered  for  new  community  development  [CA]." 


Fire  Management 

"Prepare  and  implement  a  Fire  Management  Plan, 
plan  as  in  MFP  [PA]." 


Continue  with  prescribed  burn 
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Special  Management  Areas 

Remark :  As  discussed  above,  more  effective  protection  is  needed  for  rare  and 
sensitive  plants  and  one  important  wildlife  habitat.  We  have  chosen  what  we 
believe  are  the  most  important  proposed  SMA's.  Of  course,  these  designations 
are  subject  to  prior  valid  rights. 

"Designate  12  priority  RNA's,  ONA's,  ACEC's  totalling  23,965  acres  DO." 

"In  addition,  designate  8,070  acres  as  priority  SMA's  as  recommended  by  The 
Nature  Conservancy  for  Alkali  Flat,  Owl  Gulch,  Trail  Canyon,  and  Yellow  Creek 
Ridge  [CA].  An  additional  5,000  acres  in  Yellow  Creek  Basin  should  be  desig- 
nated primarily  for  wildlife  values  in  an  area  which  best  combines  severe 
winter  mule  deer  range,  that  most  isolated  portion  of  the  Basin  which  supports 
the  most  diverse  wildlife  population  [see  1973  Prototype  EIS],  but  which 
excludes  tract  C-18  [CA].  All  designations  are  subject  to  currently  valid 
existing  rights  [CA]." 

Additional  Issues 

Carrying  Capacity 

Surely  the  most  important  yet  controversial  issue  of  the  proposed  RMP  is 
limiting  oil  shale  leasing  to  that  which  can  be  sustained  by  the  region's 
carrying  capacity.  The  orderly  development  of  the  resource  and  the  protection 
of  environmental  resources  and  community  integrity  demands  this.  However,  the 
Bureau  needs  to  observe  some  precautions  in  implementing  this  proposal: 

1.  It  should  be  made  clear  that  impacts  measured  against  carrying  capacity 
limits  are   cumulative  in  nature.  They  include  impacts  of  developing 
newly  proposed  shale  leases  as  well  as  available  private  lands  and  other 
projects  affecting  the  region.  Although  those  of  us  who  have  discussed 
this  issue  for  three  years  may  take  this  for  granted,  an  uninitiated 
reader  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  may  think  otherwise. 

2.  The  Bureau  took  the  right  approach  in  this  RMP  in  defining  carrying  capa- 
city in  terms  of  ambient  impacts  on  air  quality,  community  growth  and 
wildlife  habitat.  The  only  exception  is  the  water  quality  resource. 
Rather  than  measuring  the  discharge  of  individual  projects,  the  Bureau 
should  assess  the  overall  quality  of  streams  to  account  for  the  cumula- 
tive effects  of  individual  discharges. 
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3.  The  lease  sale  environmental  impact  analysis  will  assess  whether  proposed 
new  leases,  in  combination  with  other  activities,  will  exceed  these 
thresholds.  Such  analysis  must  evaluate  measures  for  mitigating  impacts 
and  lease  stipulations  proposed  to  implement  such  mitigation.  Assumed 
mitigation  must  be  committed,  not  vague,  speculative,  or  uncommitted.   It 
must  be  further  demonstrated  that  control  technologies  are  capable  of 
achieving  the  level  of  mitigation  assumed  in  the  analysis.  Once  offered 
for  sale,  leases  must  include  provisions  adequate  to  accomplish  the 
intended  results  of  mitigation  assumed  in  determining  that  the  proposed 
leases  were  acceptable. 

4.  The  Bureau  should  avoid  circular  reasoning  in  assessing  whether  thres- 
holds will  be  violated.  For  example,  the  Bureau  should  not  simply  assume 
that  air  quality  thresholds  will  be  honored  because  lease  stipulations 
say  so.  Instead,  you  must  actually  assess  the  likelihood,  given  current 
control  technology,  impacts  of  other  projects  and  the  proposed  size  and 
location  of  new  leases,  of  threshold  violation. 

5.  In  assessing  cumulative  impacts,  the  Bureau  should  take  into  account  the 
impacts  anticipated  over  the  life  of  the  proposed  leases,  and  the  likeli- 
hood that  both  private  and  public  lands  will  see  simultaneous  development 
when  shale  oil  production  becomes  economic. 

6.  It  is  insufficient  to  only  monitor  impacts  to  guard  against  actual  viola- 
tions of  thresholds.  Lease  terms  should  include  provisions  which  allow 
more  stringent  mitigation  should  monitoring  discover  such  violations. 

!_   Environmental  Impacts 
O 

The  impacts  anticipated  by  the  Bureau's  environmental  analysis  more  than 
adequately  justify  the  adoption  of  carrying  capacity  limits  on  shale  leasing. 

We  are  not  equipped  to  provide  a  full  scale  environmental  assessment  of  our 
"Citizens'  Alternative",  but  invite  sn   analysis  by  the  Bureau.  We  believe, 
based  on  the  management  principles  we  adopt,  that  oil  shale  development  may  be 
close  to  the  Wildlife  Alternative.  In  some  cases  our  criteria  may  be  more 
restrictive,  in  other  cases  not. 

We  would  note,  however,  that  for  the  "Citizens'  Alternative",  maximum  cumula- 
tive impacts  are  more  a  matter  of  timing,  not  a  total  magnitude  of  long  term 
production.  Our  alternative  primarily  places  additional  constraints  on  when 
new  leasing  may  begin,  based  on  need  (which  will  not  delay  short  term  produc- 
tion to  meet  national  energy  demand)  and  the  determination  that  environmental 
goals  can  be  met  (which  may  delay  short  term  production).  Thus,  within  the 
2015  timeframe  analyzed  by  8LM,  development  may  be  near  the  Wildlife  alterna- 
tive. Beyond  2015,  however,  shale  oil  production  levels  will  meet  or  even 
exceed  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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Patti  Fashing 
P.O.  Box  300 
Blue  .:iver,  UK 

Mr.  John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 


Dear  Mr.  Singlaub, 

I  am  a  member  of  the  eolorado  Native  Plant  Society  and  I  am  writing  in 
response  to  the  BLM's  Piceance  Basin  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan.   The 
BLM's  preferred  alternative  is,  in  my  Opinion,  not  an  adequate  means  for 
providing  long-term  perpetuation  of  the  Basin's  rare  plants  and  important 
vegetation  remnants.   i  have  reviewed  tp    information  and  I  agree  with 
Colorado  Native  Plant  Society's  position  that  the  BLM  should  designate 
all  20  sites  into  the  natural  area  system.  I  also  agree   with  the  CONPS's 
standing  on  the  avoidance  and  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations.   These 
stipulations  shruld  secure/Legally  r.nd  net  just  verbally  the  protection  Oi 
these  sites.   1  thank  you  for  your  time,  and  1  hope  you  will  take  these 
comments  into  your  consideration. 
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Sincerely, 


YaJX- 


Patti  Fashing 


Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  carrying  capacity  may  be  achieved  sooner 
because  less  advanced  technologies  will  be  available.  The  deliberate  pace  of 
the  "Citizens'  Alternative"  will  see  a  greater  reliance  on  advanced  technolo- 
gies and  more  effective  environmental  controls,  resulting  in  greater  producti- 
vity and  more  efficient  recovery  of  the  shale  resource. 
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Rocky  Mountain  Chapter 


Executive  Committee  of  the 

Indian  Peaks  Group  of  the 

Sierra  Club 

Merry  Havens,  Chairperson 

1305  7th  Street 

Boulder,  Colorado   80302 

July  24,  1984 


RMP  Team  Leader 

White  River  Resource  Area,  BLM 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,    Colorado      81641 


Dear   Team    Leader: 


The   Executive   Committee  of  the   Indian   Peaks  Group  of  the  Sierr£Ht\}.iib 
prepared  these   comments  on  behalf  of  our   1,500  members    in   Boulder   County 
garding  the  draft   20-year  plan/EIS  on   the  Piceance   Basin   released  by  the 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  has  some  good  qualities  where  it  addresses  Carry- 
ing Capacity,  the  environmental  constraints  to  development  that  don't  exceed  cer- 
tain imperative  quality  standards,  such  as  clean  air.   It  is  an  excellent  guideline, 
and  we  commend  the  BLM  for  its  introduction  of  it  in  this  plan.   This  concept  states 
that  no  oil  shale  leasing  will  occur  if  such  constraints  might  be  exceeded.   It 
promises  to  clarify  otherwise  misunderstood  guidelines. 

The  restriction  of  future  federal  leases  and  requirements  for  existing  oil 
shale  leases  to  prove  their  commercial  feasibility  before  additional  leases  are 
permitted  is  common-sensible.   The  economic  reserves  of  oil  shale  in  the  U.S. 
can  be  considered  negligible  based  on  the  fact  that  no  firms  have  actually  carried 
out  successful  commercial  operations,  despite  the  well-known  feasibility  of  the  process 
on  a  small  scale. 

Almost  all  of  the  land  in  the  Oil  Shale  Alternative  is  set  aside  for  oil  shale. 
It  reappears  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  oil  shale,  oil  and  gas  or  as  part  of 
the  choice  oil  shale  land  currently  being  held  back.   This  is  not  encouraging  as 
one  considers  the  long  range  prospects  for  the  Piceance  Basin.   The  amount  of  con- 
sideration given  to  the  two  most  famous  resources  [  the  trillion  barrels  of  oil  in 
oil  shale  and  wildlife,  represented  by  the  largest  migratory  mule  deer  herd  in 
America)  is  not  balanced  as  shown  by  the  following  graph: 


LAND 
USE 


CURRENT 

EXISTING 

ACREAGE 


UNDER  THE 

WILDLIFE 

ALTERNATIVE 


UNDER  THE 
OIL  SHALE 
ALTERNATIVE 


UNDER  THE 
PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 


PREFERRED/CURRFNT 


WILDLIFE 


11% 


25% 


OIL  SHALE 


7.9% 


62.1% 


34.4% 
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This  illustrates  that  twice  as  much  consideration  C^2  VS.  25  %)  is  given  oil 
shale  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  than  is  given  Wildlife,  when  divided  by 
what  currently  exists.   230,000  acres,  which  is  1/3  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  is 
prioritized  for  oil  shale. 

We  are  happy  to  see  the  plan  take  a  positive  approach  to  designating 
utility  corridors  before  development.   This  will  reduce  haphazard  proliferation 
of  the  corridors.   We  are  also  pleased  with  the  establishment  of  a  non-motorized 
hunting  area  and  pursuit  of  public  access  to  the  White  River. 

We  are  dismayed  to  see  the  proposal  of  2  or  3  new  open-pit  mines.   We  are 
also  alarmed  that  the  plan  proposed  no  designation  of  research  areas  for  rare 
and  endangered  or  threatened  plant  species.   Of  20  research  areas  originally 
proposed  by  the  Nature  Conservancy,  only  5%  of  ONE  area  is  given  protection  rec- 
comendation.   It  is  a  crime  to  allow  a  chance  to  preserve  areas,  now  that  could 
prove  essential  to  biological  studies  later,  to  slip  by. 

The  plan  does  not  attempt  to  mitigate  the  devastating  impacts  of  oil  and 
gas  development  because  of  increased  road  construction.   Requiring  oil  and  gas 
operators  to  submit  a  5-year  development  plan  would  reduce  road  mileage  by  27% 
and  pipeline  by  35%,  yet  BLM  proposes  an  ineffective  voluntary  program.   This  is 
an  outrage.  _ 

The  Wildlife  Alternative  is  much  better  than  the  BLM  Preferred  Alternative, 
although  not  adequate  for  the  essential  protection  of  this  unique  area,  leaving 
huge  wildlife  areas  open  to  oil  shale  leasing.   We  would  recommend  that  the  BLM 
clean  up  the  Wildlife  Alternative,  i.e.  eliminate  oil  shale  leasing,  and  propose 
it  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  final  version  of  the  20-year  plan  for  the 
Piceance  Basin.   Your  compromises  do  not  consider  the  present  and  future  value 
of  wildlife  habitats.   Wildlife  is  a  resource  that,  once  gone  will  never  reappear, 
where  oil  shale  is  a  problem  that  once  here  will  never  be  solved. 

Thank  you  sincerely  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  plan/EIS.   I 
hope  you  will  take  our  concerns  into  consideration  while  the  final  version  is 
being  conceived. 
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Sincerely 


/uUtf'* 


Merry  Hayeks,  Chairperson 
Indian  Peaks  Group  of  the 
Sierra  Club 
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Page  2 

re:   Piceance  Basin  Draft  RMP 
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24  July  1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub,  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO   81641 

re:   Piceance  Basin  Draft  RMP 
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Dear  Mr.  Singlaub:  *"  V 

As  a  bofettist  and  former  resident  of  Colorado,  and  as  a 
citizen  of  these  United  States,  I  must  take  exception  to 
the  B1M  Preferred  Alternative  in  its  Draft  RMP  for  the 
Piceance  Basin.   Why  must  conservation  efforts  be  ignore 
this  area''   Once  again  the  multiple  use  concept  ignores 
real  conservation  efforts.   Is  it  any  wonder  that  this  i 
referred  to  by  many  as  a  "Multiple  Abuse"  policy? 
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The  Bureau  should  manage 
U.S.,  not  just  mining  and 
the  Colorado  Native  Plant 
Management  Designation  of 
would  be  conserving  part 
generations.   These  20  pr 
out  of  the  approximately 
This  is  only  about  4%   of 
BLM  lands  in  the  basin, 
richest  country  in  the  wo 
such  a  small  portion  of  i 
fact,  I  think  we  could  do 


its  lands  for  all  the  people  of  the  " 
livestock  interests.   By  accepting 
Society  recommendation  for  Special 
20  botanically  important  sites  you 
of  our  natural  heritage  for  future 
oposed  sites  total  only  33,000  acres 
804,500  acres  in  the  Piceance  Basin. 
the  area,  and  only  about  5.5^  of  the 
I  believe  that  the  greatest  and 
rid  can  certainly  afford  to  set  aside 
ts  non-renewable  resources.   In 
and  should  do  much  more. 


I  believe  that  the  "avoidance  stipulations",  "no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations",  and  "monitoring"  proposed  in  the  BLM 
Draft  RMP  would  be  totally  inadequate  to  protect  the 
important  sites  identified  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  in  their 
1982  botanical  inventory  of  the  Basin.  These  stipulations  are 
inadequate  because: 

1.  they  apply  only  "whenever  possible"  not  "whenever  needed" 

2.  they  have  no  legal  status  for  oil  shale  mining,  livestock 
grazing,  pipeline  or  road  right-of-ways,  or  other  develop- 
ment; they  only  apply  to  oil  and  gas  leases 

3.  they  have  no  legal  precedent. 

This  approach  by  the  BLM  appears  to  be  an  attempt  to  fool  the 
public  into  thinking  that  protection  is  being  given. 
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In  addition  to  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  recommendation 
for  Special  Management  Designation  of  20  important  plant  sites 
I  support  the  "Citizens  Alternative"  which  has  recently  been 
proposed  for  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  by  the  CONPS  and  other 
groups. 

I  hope  that  the  BLM  will  seriously  consider  these  proposals 
and  adopt  them  in  the  Final  RMP. 

Please  include  these  comments  and  address  them  in  the  Final 
RMP  and  send  me  a  copy  of  the  Final  when  it  is  completed. 

Sincerely, 


-^oiik 


Mark  Bagley 
Botanical  Consultant 
P.  0.  Eox.  1909 
Ridgecrest,  CA   93555 


67 


RECEIVED 
ISA  Jul  30  mnkh    July  u  198i 

Piceance    Basin   RMP    Team    Leader  ~*jjuff  §* *-^£  f'^L 

John   Singlaub  HsSkSU  $#.-*i£**i 

Dear   Sir: 

The  following  are  my  comments  on  your  Piceance  Basin  Draft 
RMP/EIS.   I  am  commenting  as  a  private  concerned  citizen  and  would 
appreciate  having  these  comments  considered  as  a  part  of  the  public 
record. 

My  name  is  Paul  T  Petersen.   I  reside  and  work  in  Grand  Jet., 
which  has  been  ray  home  for  25  years.   I  received  a  BS  degree  from 
the  University  of.  Utah  in  Environmental  Studies  in  1979.   My1 
education  and  experiences  in  the  outdoors  have  enhanced  my  knowledge 
and  perceptions  in  environmental  matters.   I  am  concerned  with  the 
long  term  maintenance  of  a  high  quality  of  life  in  Western  Colo. 
The  entire  planning  process  which  you  are  now  undertaking  is  very 
encouraging  to  me.   Balancing  a  variety  of  resource  uses  is  essential 
if  we  are  to  maintain  a  healthy  environment,  particularly  in  the 
Piceance  Basinuhere  the  possibility  of  large  scale  oil  shale 
production  overshadows  other  resource  uses.   I  certainly  encourage 
you  to  complete  this  process  now  and  begin  implementation  in  the 
near  future. 

Table  111-1,  pg  80-84  in  your  Draft  RMP/EIS,  lists  23  Resource 
Elements  which  you  address  in  the  plan.   I  will  comment  on  a  few 
of  these  resource  elements  which  concern  me  personnally  or  have 
broad  overall  affect  on  the  whole  area. 

Air  Resources:  The  preferred  alternative  to  minimize  air  quality   127 
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degradation  is  definitely  the  most  preferable  option.   However  the 
methods  for  reaching  this  minimizing  goal  may  faK  short.   BLM 
should  develop   as  realistically  as  possible  a  model  of  air  quality 
based  on  climate  and  projected  pollution  increments.   This  modelling 
should  be  done  prior  to  evaluations  on  a  case  by  case  basis.   Decisions 
concerning  air  quality  degradation  should  reflected  the  possible 
cumulative  ambient  pollution  levels  on  a  worst  day  senario.   Of  course 
compliance  levels  are  already  set  by  law,  and  no  projected  pollution 
model  should  allow  for  the  exceeding  of  those  levels.   The  earning 
capacity  concept  which  you  promote  throughout  the  plan  in  reference 
to  air,  water  and  soil  pollution  is  just  great.  This  concept  shows 
a  recognition  by  BLM  .of  definite  environmental  parameters  info  which 
cu-rent  and  future  developments  must  fit.   While  I  am  complimenting 
the  plan  I  would  like  to  mention  corridors.   Utility  corridors  will 
no  doubt  flourish  with  new  industry  in  the  area.   Restricting  util- 
ities to  designated  corridors  instead  of  letting  them  run  uncontrolled 
throughout  the  area  is  most  appropriate. 

Oil  Shale:   Oil  shale  development  is  new  technology  and  I  am 
glad  to  see  you  requiring  existing  prototypes  to  prove  their  ecomomic 
feasibility  before  further  leasing  occurs.   This  recognition  of  t*e 
tenuous  future  of  the  oil  shale  industry  is  one  of  the  high  points 
in  the  plan.   Given  the  current  1984  status  of  the  industry,  economically, 
technologically  and  environmentally  the  BLM  should  limit  leasing  to 
methods  with  the  least  disturdance  and  encourage  multimineral  develpment, 
as  suggested  in  the  Wildlife  Alternative.   Oil  shale  development,     J 
given  it's  history  and  net  energy  capabilities  or  incapabilities,  should 
be  downplayed  as  much  as  possible  in  the  future.   The  Preferred  Alter- 
native  designates  at  least  1/3  Of  the  resource  area  for  oil  shale 
development,  which  places  entirely  too  much  emphasis  on  a  very  question- 
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able  industry.   also  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  allow  for  more  large 
scale  open  pits.   These  open  pits  are  very  destructive  to  the  entire 
ecosystem  in  the  area  and  should  be  limited  to  those  in  existence 
and  the  C-a  extention.   More  important  and  more  feasible  resources 
need  to  be  developed  and  protected  in  the  Basin  other  than  oil  shale. 

Water  Resources:   In  the  future  the  most  important  resource  in  the 
Piceance  Basin  will  undoubtedly  be  water.   Ted  Hurr  of  the  USGS 
described  the  groundwater  resource  in  the  basin  at  a  water  conference 
in  Glenwood  Sprgs ,  in  Hay  1984.   He  reported  a  massive  10  million 
acre  foot  groundwater  supply  in  the  basin  that  was  pure,  highly  acces- 
sible and  sustainable.   That  amount  of  fresh  water  is  greater  than  all 
the  fresh  surface  water  at  any  given  moment  in  the  entire  state.   The 
aquifer  is  rechargable  and  could  maintain  a  sustained  yeild  over  a 
very  long  period,  over  100  years,  without  adversely  affecting  the  supply. 
Water  projects  are  becoming  cost  prohibitive  and  environmentally 
prohibitive  in  Colorado.   Here  we  have  a  highly  accessible,  realitivelAf 
inexpensive,  sustainable  source  of  fresh  water.   This  water  resource 
should  be  utilized  and  above  all  protected  until  it  is  needed.   The 
Preferred  Alternative  contains  the  vague  statement,  "to  the  extent 
possible,  do,  not  allow  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  or  quanity.1 
Water  in  this  case  should  be  the  priority,  absolutely,  and  no  activities 
including  mining,  that  would  degrade  that  water  resource  should  be 
allowed. 

■Special  Management  Areas:  The  12  SMA's  studied  in  this  Draft  RMP 
only  total  3%    of  the  land  to  be  managed  under  this  RMP.  This  small 
amount  of  land,  would  help  protect  a  priceless,  non-renewable  and 
possibly  infinitely  valuable  resource,  threatened,  endangered  and  rare 
plants.   However  the  preferred  alternative  does  not  recommend  SMA 
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designation  for  even  this  small   percentage  of  the  basin.   I  find 

this  incredible.   The  Preferred  Alternative  designates  230,00  acres  of 

land  for  oil  shale  developement , enough  grazing  area  for  57,016  AUM's 

and  over  50,000  acres  for  coal  leasing.   23,000  acres  for  special 

management  to  protect  rare  plants  is  not  possible  or  necessary  according 

to  your  Preferred  Alternative.   I  do  not  think  this  is  good  multiple 

resource  use,  wise  management  or  planning.   All  12  areas  should  b  desigrJ5 

nated  as  SMA's  for  the;  following -reasons .   Protection  by  avoidance 

stipulation  and  no  surface  occupancy  is  not  sufficent  protection. 

First  these  measures  would  apply  "whenever  possible"  not  whenever  needed. 

This  wording  leaves  the  matter  open  to  subjective  opinion  and  individual 

interpretation,  which  is  ridiculous.   Avoidance  stipulations  have  no 

legal  precedent  nor  are  they  legally  binding.   No  surface  occupancy 

applies  only  to  oil  and  gas  leases,  any  other  destructive  activities 

could  proceed.   Only  nonunitized  leases  issued  after  1976  are  subject 

to  such  stipulations.   Because  of  this,  only  a  small  percentage  of  the 

total  leases  affecting  SMA's  would  come  under  No  Surface  Occupancy 

stipulations.   These  stipulations  are  also  inadequate  because  they  have 

no  application  to  livestock  grazing,  which  is  a  major  threat.   The 

eight  areas  dropped  by  the  BLM  which  contained  rare,  threatened,  or 

endangered  species  should  be  reinstated.   Anytime  and  anyplace  a  species 

5  I  8 

is  threatened  the  importance  and  relevance  for  the  entire  world,  fori  the 

entire  intricate  web  of  life,  of  which  we  are  a  part,  should  be  obvious. 

Why  were  these  areas  dropped?   Why  such  a  tiny  amount  of  protected   J  36 

area?   All  20  areas  compromise  only  K%    of  the  basin  and  would  have 

a  minimal  effect  on  the  other  resources,  if  protected,  such  as  grazing 

and  leasing.   The  SMA  section  of  this- draft  plan  needs  reconsideration 

and  revision. 
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Wildlife  and  Recreation:   The  preferred  alternative  for  these 
two  resources  is  quite  good.   The  basin  is  not  a  heavily  used  recreation 
area,  but  it  is  an  important  wildlife  area  and  hunting  area.   Public 
access  to  the  White  River  for  recreational  purposes  is  commendable. 
A  nonmotorized  Hunting  Area,  seasonal  and  permanent  ORV  closures  and 
restrictions  in  Sensitive  areas  all  represent  good  management  ideas, 
particularly  for  the  future. 

I  am  glad  to  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  Draft  RMP/E1S. 
I  look  forward  to  your  response  to  these  comments  and  improvements 
in  certain  areas  of  the  plan.   This  planning  process  is  a  great 
opportunity  and  Irm  enthused  by  many  of  your  ideas  and  recommendations. 
Thank  You. 


Sincerely  -, 

Paul  T  Petersen 
2888  Durango  Dr. 
Grand  Jet.  CO  81503 


Tlte  ^ototciicLq  Alou.nta.ln  &lu(r 

GROUPS:  ASPEN  •  BOULDER  »  DEnWN.  tD^NVfR  JUtyfcfiV&ENVER  WILDERNESS  KIDS  ■  EL  PUEBLO 
ENOS  MILLS  •  FORT  COLLINS  •  LONGS  PEAlt*"  PIKES-PtAK  ■  SAN  JUAN  •  WESTERN  SLOPE 
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TELEPHONE 
922-8315 


2530  WEST  ALAMEDA 
tfeNVER.  COLORADO  80219 


OFFICE  HOURS  MONO  AY  THRU  FRIOAyVaM  wa^Mr  *fc)'fciONOAy,. TUESDAY  ANO  THURSDAY  EVENINGS  7  TO  9 


John  Singlau'b,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado  81641 


Dear  Mr.   Singlaub, 


July  27,  1984 


Following  are  comments  from  the  Colorado  Mountain  Club  on  the  draft 
Pioeance  Basin  RMP  and  DEIS.   These  comments  supplement  comments  made  at  the 
public  meetiag.  held  in  Lakewoad,  May  22,  1984, 

1)  The  Mountain  Club  compliments  BLM  on  the  quality  of  the  EIS.   It  is  readable 
and  easy  for  the  public  to  understand.   Furthermore,  BLM  has  incorporated  into 
the  document  the  "Wildlife  Alternative"  which  was  requested  by  the  conservation 
and  public  interest  groups  and  which  adds  a  very  necessary  and  important  dimension 
to  the  analysis. 

2)  We  request  that,  inspite  of  some  difficulties  arising  in  the  financing  and 
implementation  of  oil  shale  development,  that  BLK  move  ahead  to  complete  and 
implement  this  RMP.   The  wildlife,  grazing,  recreation  and  oil  and  gas  development 
are  continuing  activities  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and  may,  over  the  course  of 

time,  prove  to  be  the  major  activities.   It  is  vital  for  the  proper  management 
of  these  activities  that  the  RMP  become  final  and  be  implemented. 

3)  The  Colorado  Mountain  Club  supports  the  Citizens'  Alternative  for  the 
Piceance  Basin  RMP.   Our  comments  will  not  repeat  the  Citizens'  Alternative. 
We  will,  however,  stress  some  additional  and  overlapping  points  of  particular 
concern  to  the  Colorado  Mountain  Club. 

4)  We  request  there  be  no  federal  permanent  leasing  program  until  the  goals  of 
the  -prototype  program  have  been  reached.   No  leasing  should  occur  until  there 
have  been  developed  acceptible  and  feasible  methods  for  oil  shale  development 
which  are  environmentally,  economically  and  technically  sound.   To  proceed 
under  any  other  circumstances  would  endanger  the  existing  social,  financial 
and  business  structure  of  Western  Colorado  and  the  environment  of  much  of  the 
state . 

5)  We  support  both  the  concept  and  the  implementation  of  "carrying  capacity", 
pg.  12,  #2  under  Planning  Process.   Carrying  capacity  of  affected  lands,  as  a 
major  threshold  for  polluting  developments,  is  a  means  <?f  balancing  existing 
industries  such  as  agriculture  and  tourism  with  future  energy  growth.   (Tourism 

ani  rsoreation  bring  into  Colorado  over  $4  billion  every  year).   If  other  industries 
wish  to  develop  in  the  state,  pollution  from  these  industries  must  not  affect 
existias -industries  and  must  not  adversely  affect  the  lives  and  recreational 
activities  of  citizens  in  the  state. 
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6)  The  Planning  Area  is  restricted  to  the  Pioeance  Basin.      This  limitation 
means  that  the  RMP  and  EIS  will  not  adequately  reflect  impacts  from  basin 
management  on  nearby  Forest  Service  lands  in  the  White  River  National  Forest. 
The  deer  which  winter  in  the  Piceance  Basin  are  part  of  the  White  Eiver  Deer 
Herd.      The  winter  habitat  and  ability  or  lack  of  ability  to  migrate  back  and 
forth  to  the  high  country  can  have  a  major  impact  on  the     herd  as  it  exists 
for  all  or  part  of  the  year  in  the  White  River  National  Forest.      In  a  similar 
manner,    recreation  in  the  wilderness  areas,    the  Class  I  areas  and  in  ski  areas 
and  on  public  lands  in  the  white  River  Forest  can  be  severely  affected  by 
development  in  the  Piceance  Basin.      Industrial  development  on  BBS  lands  will 
cause  many  more  people  to  use  these  areas  and  increase  management  problems  on 
popular  lands.      Industrial  development  could  create  much  unwanted  air  pollution 
on  these  lands.     These  arguments  are  wall  known  to  BLM.      The  RMP  should  discuss 
these  issues  and  there  should  be  reflected  a  close   cooperation  with  the  Forest 
Service,    the  Colorado  Department     of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation  (Rifle  Gap 
State  Park)  and  ski  area  owner  and  managers  from  Steamboat  to  the  Eagle  and 
Colorado  River  vall&as.      While  the  Planning  Area  may  not  be  expandable,    the 
potentially  severe  impacts  from  Piceance  Basin,  lands  on  lands  outside  BLM 
jurisdiction  should  be  stressed  and  noted  throughout  the  document.      The  Forest 
Service,    Colorado     Department  of  Wildlife  and  Colorado  Department  sf  Parks  and 
Outdoor  Recreation  should  be  cooperating  agencies  in  the  EIS  process. 

7)  The  Colorado  Mountain  Club  is  particularly  concerned  about  air  quality 
impacts  from  potential  oil  shale  and  greatly  expanded  oil  and  gas  development. 
We  believe  that  there   should  be  no  visibility  impairment  or  increase  in  acid 
deposition  in  Colorado's  high  country  from  industrial  development.      The   travel/ 
tourism/recreation  industry  plays  too  large  a  role  in  the  state's  economy  to 
allow  air  pollution- impacts  to  occur.      The  Colorado  Mountain  Club,    from  the 
personal  experience  of  its  more  than  7,500  members  known     that  excellent 
visibility,    good  fishing  and  non-acid  damaged  forests  and  vegetation  is  vital 
to  our  enjoyment  of  the     Colorado  Rockies.     The  PSD   section  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  affords     some  protection  to  Class  I  areas.     Left  unprotected  are  Class  II 
Wilderness  areas  such  as  the  magnifier.t  Holy  Cross  Wilderness  area,      ski  areas 
which  provide  much  of  Colorado' s  winter  income,   and  the  rest  of  the  National 
Forests  and  BLM  lands  which  support  hunting  and  fishing,   motorized  and  non- 
motorized  recreation  all  of  which  contribute  heavily  to  the  state's  economy 
and  to  citizen  enjoyment  of  their  state. 

The  third  paragraph  on  page  169,    states  that  the  atmosphere  can  recover  if  the 

sosmes  of  polluting  emissions  are  removed.      We  agree.      However,    the  effects 

of  pollution  on  aquatic  ecosystems,    forests  and  other  vegetation  may  be  irreversible. 

The  paragraph  goes     on  to  point  this  out.      We  suggest  that  any  inference    that 

some  pollution  on  a  temporary  basis  mdy  be  acceptible  becaaae     the   source  of 

the  emissions  will  eventually  go  away,   be  removed  from  the  document. 


68 


69 


Sincerely, 


cJLlZJ-A^f 


Anne  Vickery 
Conservation  Director 


Sharyl    Ki'nnear 

P.O.    Box  204 

Grand  Junction,   CO. 


81502 


July  25,   1984 


RMP    I  earn  Leader 

White  River  Resource  Area,   BLM 

P.O.    Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81541 


Dear  Folks:  £''1<=  ■""  O 

p|p    g    rn 

Please  include  my  comments  in  your  public  review  record  for  the  Draft;  ,-r- 
Resource  Management  Plan/Eni vronmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EISfcfot*'  £  ~ 
the  Piceance  Basin.  SS?±*  £3  j — ; 

I  thought  the  RMP  comtained  several  innovative  concepts,  especially  the  ^ 
idea  of  carrying  capacity.   I  feel  the  idea  that  there  are  environmental 
constraints  to  development  is  very  necessary  and  is  workable.   I  only  wish 
that  previous  BLM  RMP's  in  Colorado  had  incorporated  this  concept,  and 
hope  that  future  BLM  RMP's  will  consider  carrying  capacity. 

I  felt  that  the  RMP  took  a  positive  approach  to  designating  utility  corridors 
before  develpment  occurs.  This  will  reduce  haphazard  planning  of 
utility  corridors  in  the  future. 

I  must  also  commend  this  RMP  team  for  its  approach  to  oil  shale  when  the 

RMP  states  that  the  richest  oil  shale  region  is  off-limits  until  the  BACT 

improves  to  the  point  that  most  of  the  oil  shale  can  be  recoverd.  There 

are  too  many  unknowns  with  the  impacts  of  oil  shale  development  and 

I  laud  the  BLM  for  delaying  action  until  technology  has  "caught  up"  in  its  methods. 


Unfortunately,  this  RMP  consists  of  several  negative  aspects,  too. 
The  largest  "faux  pas"  contained  within  the  RMP  is  that  there  are  no  special 
designations  given  to  protect  areas  where  rare  and  threatened  plant  species 
exist.  Preserving  these  plant  species  is  essential  to  our  total  ecosystem. 
There  are  other  reasons  for  protecting  these  plant  species  including 
aesthetic  and  medicinal.   I  urge  the  BLM  to  reconsider  their  position  and  to 
designate  either  RNA's  or  ACEC's  for  the  protection  of  these  plants 
in  the  Final  RMP. 

I  am  also  concerned  that  this  RMP  will  allow  as  many  as  2  or  3  new  open-pit 
mines.  I  would  urge  the  BLM  to  reconsider  the  development  of  these  open-pit 
mines.  I  would  also  urge  the  BLM  to  institute  a  mandatory  program  requiring 
oil  and  gas  operators  to  submit  5-year  develpment  plans.  This  would  reduce 
road  mileage  and  pipelines.  I  feel  that  these  lands  in  the  West  are  very 
sensative  and  require  a  delicate  touch.  It  takes  an  extremely  long  time  to  - 
reclaim  and  revegetate  these  lands,  unlike  some  lands  back  East.   I  feel  that 
the  developers,  and  the  BLM,  should  bear  this  slow  reclamation  process  in  mind 
while  planning  for  develpment  of  the  energy  resources  on  these  lands. 

Thank  you  for  taking  my  comments  into  consideration.  I  look  forward  to 

the  Final  RMP.  „. 

Sincerely,     . 

Sharyl  Kinnear 
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Colorado 
open 
space 
council 

2239  E.  Colfax  Ave.,  Denver,  CO  80206      393-0466 


Western  Colorado  Office 
P.O.    Box  204 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81502 
(303)   245-1191 

July  26,   1934 
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Colorado 
open 
space 
council 

2239  E.  Colfax  Ave..  Denver.  CO  80206      393-0466 


John  Singlaub 

RMP  Team  Leader 

White  River  Resource  Area,  BLH 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Piceance 
Basin  RHP  and  EIS.  BLM  has  generally  done  a  good  job  in 
producing  this  RMP.  However,  we  have  several  major  areas  of 
disagreement  with  BLH  concerning  resource  allocations.. 
These  include  the  lack  of  Special  Management  Area  designations 
and  the  overemphasis  on  oil  shale. 


Sincerely, 


Mark  Pearson 

COSC  West  Slope  Representative 


COMMENTS  OF  COLORADO  OPEN  SPACE  COUNCIL 

ON 

PICEANCE  BASIN  RMP  and  EIS 

JULY  26,  1984 


The  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  endorses  the  "Citizen's 
Alternative"  for  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP.  lhe  Citizen's 
Alternative  best   protects  the  unique  resources  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  while  at  the  same  time  providing  for  reasonable 
resource  development  and  extraction.  We  would  like  to  amplify 
the  proposals  of  the  Citizen's  Alternative  with  respect  to 
a  number  of  resources,  including  Oil  Shale,  Special  Management 
Areas,  Oil  and  Gas,  Corridors,  Forestry,  and  Recreation. 


I.  OIL  SHALE 

A.  Carrying  Capacity 

The  concept  of  carrying  capacity  is  one  that  should  be 
included  in  every  management  plan,  whether  it  deals  with  oil 
shale  or  not.  Tne  idea  that  our  environment  can  witnstand 
only  so  much  degradation  Defore  development  should  be  curtailed 
is  sound,  and  we  believe  it  is  the  heart  of  tne  entire  Piceance 
Basin  kf-IP. 

The  language  of  tne  preferred  alternative  concerning 
carrying  capacity  (RMP  at  155)  is  quite  good.   It  clearly  notes 
that  the  actual  numbers  tor  the  carrying  capacities  may  oe 
modified  as  tecnnoiogies  or  operating  conditions  change,  but 
that  the  carrying  capacities  are  meant  to  De  followed.  We 
strongly  support  both  tne  intent  and  wording  of  tnis  language 
that  carrying  capacities  are  meant  to  De  strong  enough  to 
prevent  leasing  oef ore- they  are  exceeded. 

B.  Limits  to  Leasing 

We  support  limitations  in  the  RMH  to  future  "leasing  in 
the  sense  tnat  the  RMP  nas  embodied  tne  concept.  However,  the 
RMP  should  prohibit  new  open  pit  leasing  as  open  pit  mining 


"Humanity  belongs  to  earth,  not  earth  to  humanity" 


"Humanity  belongs  to  earth,  not  earth  to  humanity" 
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COSC  Comments 
Piceance  Basin  RHP/'EIS 
Page  2 

requires  the  greatest  amount  of  disturbance. 

We  oppose  additional  off-tract  disposal,  The  amount  of 
acreage  tied  up  in. oil  shale  in  the  basin  already  is  stupendous. 
The  size  of  individual  lease  tracts,  aOOu  acres,  is  on  the  order 
of  entire  wilderness  areas.  Compounding  the  extent  of  environ- 
mental destruction  through  OTf-tract  disposal  is  completely 
unacceptaole. 

C.  txenanges 

We  support  the  language  ot  the  Preferred  Alternative  in 
discouraging  exchanges  of  large  biocKed  up  tracts  ot  Federal 
lands.  Such  exenanges  are  of  absolutely  no  benetit  to  tne 
public,  txenanges  of  large  blocked  up  tracts  to  facilitate 
private  oil  snale  development  is  particularly  inappropriate. 
There  is  already  a  sizeaole  numDer  of  private  projects  pending 
in  tne  Basin,  as  well  as  two  federal  lease  projects.  We 
see  no  justification  for.  disposal  ot  additional  public  resources 
for  wnat  is  at  present  a  purely  speculative  purpose. 

Exchanges  of  Federal  lands  that  facilitate  development 
of  private  projects  should  be  counted  against  whatever  limit 
on  the  number  of  future  leases  is  adopted  Dy  tne  RriP  since 
such  an  exchange  amounts  to  Federal  sanction  for  development 
t>f  an  oi!  shale  tract. 


U. 


Land  Al locations 


One  area  where  we  strenuously  disagree  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  the  excessive  amount  of  land  allocated  to  oil 
shale  emphasis  prescriptions.  230,000  acres  -  fully  1/3  of 
the  Piceance  Basin,  is  given  preference  for  oil  shale  develop- 
ment. This  is  way  out  of  line  in  light  of  the  speculative 
nature  of  the  resource  as  compared  to  proven  wildlife,  recreation 
and  ecological  values.  This  figure  should  be  substantially 
reduced,  with  the  priority  emphasis  placed  on  economically 
viable  renewable  resources. 


II.   SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 


The  proposals  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  respect  to 
Special  Management  Areas  (SMAs)  are  alarmingly  inadequate. 
BLM  has  shirked  its  responsibility  to  protect  and  enhance 
scientific  values  on  the  public  domain.  What  is  most  disappointing 
is  that  in  every  single  instance  of  resource  conflict  resolution 
between  rare  plant  communities  and  other  resources,  the  scientific 
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values  of  the  rare  plants  lost.  Such  a  track  record,  combined 
with  BLM's  heavily  weighted  land  allocations  toward  oil  shale, 
reinforce  the  public's  impression  of  BLM  as  the  "Bureau  of 
Leasing  and  Mining. " 

The  failure  by  BLM  to  designate  SMAs  is  unfortunate  for 
several  reasons.  Designation  of  sites  as  an  RNA,  0NA,  or  ACEC 
requires  listing  in  the  Federal  Register.  Undesignation  would 
similarly  require  such  notice.  BLM's  proposal  to  simply  include 
avoidance  and  no  leasing  stipulations  in  the  RMP  is  much  less 
permanent.  These  stipulations,  particularly  as  they  might 
apply  to  only  several  hundred  acres,  could  be  lifted  at  the 
whim  of  future  BLM  managers  and  would  not  even  likely  require 
an  amendment  to  the  RMP.   It  would  be  done  as  part  of  the  inner 
workings  of  BLM,  perhaps  inside  a  revision  of  BLM's  Umbrella 
Oil  and  Gas  EA  -  a  document  which  rarely  is  advertised  to  the 
public  or  incorporates  public  participation  in  its  compilation. 
SMA  designation  will  afford  management  visibility  to  the  areas 
in  the  eyes  of  the  general  public  and  will  enhance  public 
involvement  in  federal  land  management.  To  avoid  designations 
in  effect  sends  a  message  to  the  public  telling  them  to  butt  out, 
your  interest  is  neither  desired  nor  appreciated. 

What  is  particularly  disconcerting  about  BLM's  refusal  to 
identify  SMAs  is  that  many  of  the  proposed  sites  contain  rare 
and  newly  discovered  species,  such  as  at  South  Cathedral  Bluffs 
and  Upper  Greasewood  Creek. 

We  support  designation  of  all  12  proposed  SMAs,  totalling 
23,965  acres  as  well  as  the  additional  8  sites  proposed  by 
the  Nature  Conservancy  to  BLM  after  the  initial  survey  of  the 
Piceance  Basin.  We  also  endorse  the  comments  of  the  Colorado 
Native  Plant  Society  on  these  sites. 

III.  OIL  AND  GAS 


We  are  disappointed  by  BLM's  failure  to  require  5-year 
development  plans  from  oil  and  gas  operators.  The  RMP  (P. 227) 
clearly  states  that  such  development  plans  significantly  reduce 
the  amount  of  road  mileage  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development.  The  RMP  then  goes  on  to  make  this  a  voluntary 
program,  after  noting  that  voluntary  programs  are  ineffective. 
Is  this  wise  management?  Oil  and  gas  roads  are  the  primary  cause 
of  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  and  vandalism  of  cultural  sites  due 
to  increased  access.  BLM  cannot  defend  its  failure  to  take 
steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  on  those  resources  by  requiring 
5-year  development  plans. 
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IV.  CORRIDORS 

We  strongly  support  the  approach  taken  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  for  identification  of  preferred  routes  for  future 
corridor  siting.  This  approach  has  been  advocated  by  both 
industry  and  environmentalists.  Identification  of  corridors 
prior  to  planning  by  industry  should  reduce  the  overall  impact 
to  the  resource  area  by  confining  utilities,  roads,  and  pipelines 
to  a  set  number  of  locations. 

V.  FORESTRY 

The  Forestry  section  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  one 
area  that  appears  to  have  received  much  less  thoughtthan  the 
other  resources. 

We  question  the  allocation  to  forestry  of  the  many  pockets 
of  apparently  douglas  fir  south  andwestof  Piceance  Creek.  These 
pockets  of  douglas  fir  are  found  largely  on  wetter,  protected 
north  facing  slopes.  There  may  be  some  doubt  as  to  whether 
they  could  be  reestablished  if  harvested.  Has  BLM  thoroughly 
explored  the  ability  of  these  stands  to  reforest  in  what  may  now 
be  a  much  drier  climate  than  when  the  stands  were  originally 
established? 

What  will  be  the  harvest  techniques  in  these  stands?  The 
RHP  makes  no  mention  of  whether  harvest  will  be  by  clearcut, 
shelterwood  cut  or  whatever.  How  is  the  reader  to  gauge  the 
impacts  of  these  area  allocations  withoutmore  information? 

The  RHP  only  incorporates  a  5-year  sale  plan  for  forestry 
(which  is  not  specified  by  location),  yet  the  life  of  the  RMP 
is  supposed  to  be  20  years.  What  happens  during  the  other 
15  years  of  the  RMP?  When  does  the  public  get  to  comment  on 
timber  harvests  for  the  years  1989-2004? 

There  are  clearly  many  gaps  in  the  information  provided 
on  forestry.  This  makes  consideration  of  the  impacts  to 
proposed  SMAs  and  the  questionable  desirability  of  harvesting 
in  some  locations  very  difficult  for  the  reader.  The  final 
RHP  needs  to  incorporate  harvest  methods,  reforestation 
techniques,  and  longer-term  harvest  levels. 

VI.  RECREATION 
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COSC  Conments 
Piceance  Basin  RMP/EIS 
Page  5 

portions  of  the  planning  unit. 

We  also  are  pleased  by  the  Preferred  Alternative's  intent 
to  identify  public  access  points  to  the  White  River. 

VII.  FORMAT 

BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  having  produced  a  very   readable, 
informative  document.  The  sentences  are  in  plain  English.  The 
figures  are  informative  and  abundant.  Paragraph  headings  are 
in  bold  type  and  stand  out  to  the  eye.  The  colors  of  the  maps 
help  immeasureably  in  comparisons  of  alternatives. 

Two  areas  where  BLM  could  further  enhance  readability  is 
to:  one,  name  the  alternatives  at  the  top  of  pages  to  provide 
for  an  easy  way  for  the  reader  to  know  his/her  location  in  the 
chapter;  and  two,  provide  more  geographical  information  on 
the  alternative  maps.  As  is,  it  is  quite  difficult  to  exactly 
pinpoint  the  locations  of  the  various  management  prescriptions. 


The  Recreation  portions  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are 
generally  good.  We  heartily  support  the  Non-motorized  Hunting 
Area  within  the  Cow  Creek  Unit,  preferring  one  closer  to  5,000 
acres  in  size  than  2,000  acres.  We  hope  this  will  be  a 
successful  management  idea  that  will  be  expanded  to  other 
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POST  OFFICE  BOX  120  •  DENVER,  COLORADO  60201 


M™N*P<rEARET°R,LJS  July    26,     1984 

Piceance  Basin  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO   81641 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS).  As  you  are  well  aware,  Exxon  has  been  active  in  the  development 
of  resources  in  this  Basin  and  is  very  interested  in  the  Bureau's 
proposed  Management  Plan. 

Exxon  is  in  complete  agreement  with  those  comments  submitted  by  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association's  (RMOGA)  Committee  on  Oil  Shale. 
We  urge  your  most  serious  consideration  of  them. 

In  addition  to  the  issues  addressed  by  RMOGA,  there  is  another  with 
which  Exxon  is  very  concerned.  That  is  the  concept  of  management 
priority  areas  for  minerals.  We  believe  that  the  incorporation  of  this 
concept  in  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  not  only  establishes  an  undesirable 
precedent  but  also  conflicts  with  the  Plan's  objective  of  balancing  the 
long-term  public  interest  in  land  uses  and  resource  values.  It  is 
impossible  to  predict  future  impacts  of  new  and  changing  information  on 
the  Basin's  resource  potential,  of  extracting  and  processing  tech- 
nological improvements,  and  of  changes  in  market  value  for  various 
resources.  Therefore,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  establish  advance 
management  priorities  for  specific  minerals.  We  strongly  recommend 
that  the  Bureau  eliminate  entirely  the  concept  of  mineral  priority  areas 
and  that  it  let  future  lease  offerings  be  determined  by  market  demand. 


If  you  would  like  additional 
comments,  please  contact  us. 


information  or  wish  to  discuss  our 


H .'  W.  Praetorius 
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tobil  Alternative  Energy  Inc. 


July  27,   1984 


PO    BOX  17772 

DENVER.  COLORADO  30217 


ATTACHMENT  1 


Carrying  Capacity 


Team  Leader 
Piceance  Basin  RMP 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resource  Area 
P.  0,  Box  928 
Meeker,  CO  81641 


Dear  Sir: 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  (BLM) 
PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT 


Mobil  Alternative  Energy  Inc.  (MAEI)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  referenced  document.  MAEI  supports  the  BLM  in  its  efforts  to  compile  a 
Resource  Managment  Plan  that  will  allow  orderly  management  and  development  of 
the  Piceance  Basin.  However,  the  draft  RMP  must  be  modified  to  reflect  a  more 
reasonable  approach  toward  the  development  and  simultaneous  protection  of  all 
resources.  Our  detailed  comments  are  provided  in  Attachment  1. 

The  Green  River  Formation  contains  high  grade  oil  shale  resources  which  amount 
to  more  than  90%  of  the  world's  640  billion  barrel  conventional  crude  oil 
reserves.  The  Piceance  Basin,  part  of  the  Green  River  Formation,  contains  some 
of  the  richest  oil  shale  deposits  found  in  the  United  States,  Estimates  of 
potential  oil  recovery  make  the  Piceance  Basin  a  unique  area  that  will 
undoubtedly  play  a  significant  role  in  this  nation's  energy  need. 

As  the  land  manager  of  a  significant  portion  of  this  area  and  these  reserves, 
the  BLM  must  carefully  weigh  the  value  of  resources  in  their  management 
decisions.  MAEI's  comments  have  taken  the  unique  quality  of  the  Piceance  Basin 
into  consideration.  We  request  the  BLM  to  do  the  same  in  responding  to  our 
concerns  and  in  modifying  their  approach  to  the  management  of  these  valuable 
energy  resources. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me  at  (303)  293-6171.  Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments. 

Sincerely, 


G.  L.  HigglnS 

Manager  Hydrological  and 

Environmental  Affairs 


During  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP  workshops  conducted  by  the  BLM,  several  partici- 
pants expressed  opposition  to  the  concept  and  establishment  of  absolute  carry- 
ing capacities  for  some  aspects  of  the  environment.  It  was  brought  to  BLM's 
attention  that  carrying  capacity  numbers  (as  listed  on  page  156,  Table  1 1 1—9) 
could  be  misinterpreted  as  nonexceedable  limits.  Through  establishment  of 
carrying  capacities,  we  believe  the  BLM  has  overlooked  the  probability  that 
mitigation  will  offset  some  of  the  potential  impacts.  We  request  the  BLM 
remove  absolute  carrying  capacity  numbers  as  a  basis  for  making  leasing 
decisions. 

The  environmental  carrying  capacity  limits  or  "thresholds"  contained  in  Table 
III-9  refer  to  federal  and  state  regulatory  standards  now  enforced  through  the 
permitting  processes.  The  appropriate  time  to  determine  whether  or  not  a 
particular  oil  shale  project  can  meet  the  referenced  environmental  requirements 
is  at  the  time  of  permit  review  and  not  at  the  preleasing  stage.  Furthermore, 
the  determination  whether  or  not  a  particular  project  meets  an  environmental 
regulatory  standard  should  be  made  by  the  government  agency  with  the  vested 
responsibility  and  technical  capability  to  enforce  a  particular  environmental 
law,  and  not  the  BLM. 

Mobil  Alternative  Energy  Inc.  (MAEI)  specifically  disagrees  with  the  400,000 
barrel  per  day  production  estimate  for  the  Piceance  Basin  (Page  170).  The  BLM 
has  estimated  this  production  capacity  by  using  conservative  and 
unsophisticated  screening  models.  Site-specific  meteorology,  and  the  location 
and  type  of  operation  is  necessary  to  predict  the  extent  of  atmospheric  effects 
and  thus  the  ultimate  level  of  leasing  that  could  occur. 

MAEI  also  disagrees  with  the  use  of  24,900  mule  deer  carrying  capacity  number. 
Impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  can  be  mitigated  to  maintain  reliable  herd  sizes. 
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Each  potential  lease  should  be  analyzed  on  a  site-specific  basis  to  determine 
what  affect  it  may  have  on  herd  size.  This  would  be  a  more  reasonable  approach 
than  using  an  arbitrary  herd  size  number  to  limit  leasing. 

MAEI  disagrees  with  the  use  of  a  5-15%  annual  population  growth  rate  carrying 
capacity.  BLM  has  stated  on  Table  II 1-9  that  economic  carrying  capacity  is 
more  difficult  to  define,  but  easier  to  mitigate.  If  mitigation  can 
accommodate  a  higher  growth  rate,  additional  leasing  should  be  allowed.  Use  of 
5-15%  growth  guideline  is  arbitrary  and  it  should  be  removed  from  the  RMP. 
Site-specific  analysis  will   determine  the  extent  of  leasing  that  is  practical. 


132 
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Land  Exchanges 

The  BLM  should  delete  its  statement,  "Exchanging  large  blocked  up  tracts  of 
federal  lands  would  be  discouraged."  Any  proposed  exchange  be  it  large  or 
small,  should  be  evaluated  on  its  own  merit.  By  discouraging  large  blocked  up 
land  exchanges,  the  BLM  has  made  a  predetermination  that  this  type  of  exchange 
would  not  be  beneficial  to  any  party. 
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Establishment  of  arbitrary  carrying  capacities  (thresholds)  could  remove  lands 
from  future  leasing  consideration.  The  threshold  concept  is  in  conflict  with 
the  statutory  mandates  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  and  the 
various  mineral  development  statutes  that  require  multiple  use  management. 
Such  a  threshold  or  carrying  capacity  concept  short  circuits  the  normal 
multiple-use  resource  trade-offs  and  precludes  adequate  consideration  of  the 
mineral   value  in  the  Piceance  Basin  area. 
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>_>    Mitigation  Stipulations 


The  draft  RMP  contains  the  following  socioeconomic  mitigation  stipulation  which 
the  BLM  would  be  committed  to  enforcing:  "A  condition  of  the  oil  shale  lease 
shall  be  that  the  lessee  and  the  affected  governments  shall  aevelop  a  mutually 
agreeable  socioeconomic  impact  mitigation  plan  at  the  time  of  submission  of  the 
Detailed  Development  Plan."  (page  215).  If  "an  agreement"  must  be  reached  on 
socioeconomic  mitigation,  BLM  would  be  delegating  the  authority  to  the  state 
and  local  government  that  would,  in  essence,  give  them  a  veto  power  over 
development  of  federal  oil  shale  leases. 
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We  believe  that  without  specific  congressional  authorization,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  cannot  delegate  his  duties  under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act,  FLPMA  or 
any  other  statute  to  the  state  and  local  governments.  In  addition,  the  BLM 
district  office  should  consult  with  the  regional  office  to  make  these 
provisions  consistent  among  the  various  minerals  throughout  the  region. 


10-54, 
11 


cfu 


74 


75 


Department  of  Botany 


Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado 
80523 


July  26,    1984 


Mr.   John  Singlaub,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
White  River  Resources  Area 
P.O.   Box  928 
Meeker,   Colorado     81641 

Dear  Mr.   Singlaub: 

The  BLM's  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin,   of 
which  I   have  a  copy,   is  an  inadequate  address  to  the  protection  of 
unique  and  natural    plant  resources  of  this  serai-arid  region.     Basic 
ecological    information  on  these  resources  is  only  fragmentary,   but 
sufficient  to  know  that  the  maintenance  of  certain  representative 
segments   is  essential   for  understanding  how  to  reclaim  the  landscape 
should   it  undergo  extensive  mining  disturbance.     We  know,   far  example, 
that  populations  of  certain  shrub  species  are  not  interchangeable  to 
the  sites  of  other  populations  of  the  same  species! 

I  urge  you  to   incorporate  the  Citizen's  Alternative  plan  and  the 
Colorado  Native  Plant  Society's  recommendation  for  Special    Management 
Designation  of  20  important  plant  sites.     My  own  experience   includes 
eight  years  of  plant  ecological   research  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and 
five  years  as  a  member  of  the  MineiLand  Reclamation  Board,   State  of 
Colorado. 

Sin«re/y, 

/  7 
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<ichard  Ward 
Professor 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF   INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

ALBUQUERQUE  AREA  OFHCE 

P.O.   BOX  8927 

ALBUQUERQUE.  NEW  MEXICO   87198 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

305   -  Environmental 
Quality 


to 
to 


Memorandum 
To: 

From: 


Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Meeker,  Colorado 

Assistant  Area  Director  (Trust) 


Subject:  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

As  requested,  we  have  reviewed  the  above  noted  document.  We  find  that  there 
will  be  no  direct,  or  significant  indirect  effects  upon  Indian  Trust  lands 
for  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  a  trust  responsibility.  We  also 
find  the  document  to  be  complete  and  well  prepared.  Naturally,  successful 
completion  of  subsequent  site  specific  environmental  requirements  will  have  a 
direct  bearing  on  the  extent  to  which  adverse  impacts  are  successfully 
mitigated. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  document. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  William  C.  Allan,  Area 
Environmental  Quality  Specialist,  Environmental  Quality  Services,  at 
505/766-3374. 


Assistant  Area  Director  (Trust) 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  VIII 
£6     ]¥>•:  I860  LINCOLN  STREET 

DENVER,  COLORADO    80295 


Ref:  8PM-EA 

Mr.  Bob  Moore 
Acting  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Colorado  State  Office 
1037  20th  Street 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 


RE:  Review  and  Comment  on  "Piceance 
Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement"  -  April,  1984 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 


The  Region  VIII  Office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  EIS  and  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Piceance  Basin 
prepared  by  BLM  and  offers  the  following^general  and  specific  comments  for 
your  consideration. 

The  relationship  of  this  environmental  impact  statement  to  future 
compliance  under  NEPA  for  proposed  oil  shale  or  sodium  leasing  should  be 
better  defined.  Although  this  RMP/EIS  says  that  BLM  will  comply  with  NEPA 
requirements  regarding  such  future  actions,  nowhere  is  it  specifically  stated 
that  EIS's  will  be  prepared  prior  to  issuing  such  leases.  Based  on  the 
significance  of  proposed  new  oil  shale  leasing  in  the  Piceance  Basin,  BLM 
should  commit  to  preparing  a  full  EIS  on  such  oroposals. 

The  EIS  concludes  that  the  most  likely  limiting  factor  in  air  emission  is 
the  remaining  allowable  24  hour  SO2  increment  in  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness 
Class  I  area.  We  agree  with  the  conclusion  in  the  EIS  that  based  on  current 
control  technology  and  modeling  that  Class  I  increments  would  likely  be 
exceeded  at  about  400,000  barrels  per  day  capacity.  With  150,000  barrels  per 
day  already  permitted  by  EPA  there  is  approximately  250,000  barrels  per  day  of 
remaining  capacity.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service's  recent  work  on  acid  deposition 
indicates  that  there  may  be  an  acid  deposition  problem  before  a  limitation  is 
reached  under  PSD  increment  consumption.  Acid  deposition  modelling  has  yet  to 
be  perfected,  but  EPA  and  the  Forest  Service  anticipate  that  this  air  quality 
related  value  may  be  more  limiting  than  increment  consumption  as  indicated  in 
the  EIS.  Since  EPA  and  the  Forest  Service  are  still  developing  their  PSD 
policy  with  respect  to  acid  deposition  and  visibility,  we  will  send  additional 
comments  on  this  ..matter, '.as ;  these,  policies  develop. 
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Recent  EPA  actions  in  this  regard  include  the  proposed  Chevron  Oil  Shale 
PSD  draft  permit  which  was  published  for  comment  on  June  26,  1984.  The 
Chevron  Oil  Shale  facility  will  process  approximately  160,000  tons  per  day  of 
shale  to  produce  100,000  bbls/day  of  raw  shale  oil,  It  will  emit 
approximately  3,500  tons  per  year  of  SO2  and  35,000  tons  per  year  of  N0X. 
ihis  source  is  87  kilometers  west  of  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area  and  200 
kilometers  south-southwest  of  the  Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area.  Based  on  EPA's 
review  of  the  Chevron  PSD  permit  application,  the  projected  impact  from  this 
facility  on  a  lake  in  the  Flat  Tops  wilderness  area  is  a  0.2  unit  decrease  in 
pH  (an  increase  in  acidity)  with  a  short  term  decrease  as  large  as  a  0.7  pH 
unit.  The  Forest  Service  has  defined  a  change  in  pH  greater  than  0.1  as  being 
an  adverse  impact  on  wilderness  ecosystems.  Based  on  this  analysis  and 
possible  visibility  impacts,  EPA  is  proposing  to  require  major  N0X 
reductions  on  later  phases  of  the  Chevron  project  to  prevent  adverse  impacts 
on  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area.  The  proposed  approval  of  the  initial  10,000 
bbl/day  is  without  N0X  controls.  Subsequent  production  controls  will 
include  control  of  N0X  emissions  to  around  80  percent  reduction. 

EPA  remains  concerned  as  to  the  fate  of  heavy  metal  and  organic 
constitutents  that  could  escape  into  the  environment  from  oil  shale 
facilities.  EPA  sponsored  research  indicates  that  concentrations  of 
pollutants  particularly  arsenic,  cadmium,  and  toxic  organics  among  other 
contaminants  could  leach  from  the  spent  shale  into  ground  and  surface  waters. 
The  intent  of  the  1972  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Leasing  Program  was  to  gain 
experience  in  these  and  other  environmental  concerns.  Unfortunately  these 
goals  have  not  been  met  as  none  of  the  Colorado  or  Utah  oil  shale  tracts  are 
now  operating.  Without  the  basic  field  data  to  resolve  the  issue  of  the  fate 
of  these  pollutants,  EPA  remains  concerned  as  to  the  advisability  of  new  oil 
shale  leasing.  We  suggest  that  BLM  withhold  its  intention  to  provide 
additional  oil  shale  leases  until  a  reliable  data  base  is  established  by 
operating  facilities.  This  can  be  implemented  within  the  Preferred 
Alternative  by  waiting  until  such  baseline  data  is  available  from  several 
operational  facilities. 

BLM  has  not  specified  in  this  EIS  or  the  related  draft  EIS  for  the 
Permanent  Oil  Shale  Leasing  Program  the  exact  method  of  post-lease  stipulation 
compliance  monitoring.  There  is  a  remaining  need  to  clarify  the  roles  of  the 
Regional  Oil  Shale  Team  and  the  Oil  Shale  Environmental  Advisory  Committee  as 
to  their  respective  roles  in  lease  compliance.  EPA  recommends  that  an 
interagency  technical  committee  consisting  of  agency  professional  staff 
perform  the  necessary  function  of  advising  BLM  of  the  leasee's  compliance  with 
lease  stipulations. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  resource  management  plan 
and  environmental  impact  statement.  The  planning  effort  involved  with  this 
plan  is  unique  in  several  respects.  Involvement  of  state,  local,  private  and 
citizen  organizations  early  and  effectively  in  the  orocess  has  assured  BLM 
that  the  issues  and  discussions  of  alternatives  is  responsive  to  those  most 
directly  concerned  with  the  Piceance  Basin.  The  concept  of  withholding  lease 
offers  based  upon  the  limitations  of  carrying  capacity  is  commendable.  EPA  is 
ready  to  assist  your  agency  in  review  and  application  of  this  methodology 
regarding  air  and  water  quality  limitations.  Nevertheless  we  have 
environmental  reservations  concerning  the  consequences  of  this  plan,  since  EPA 
remains  concerned  as  to  the  need  for  any  further  consideration  of  new  oil 
shale  leasing  until  the  objectives  of  the  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Program  are  met. 

Based  on  the  criteria  EPA  has  established  to  rate  the  adequacy  of  draft 
environmental  statements,  we  will  list  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan  in  the  Federal  Register  in  Category  ER-1.  This  means 
that  we  have  environmental  reservations  regarding  the  need  for  additional  oil 
shale  leasing  and  that  the  information  provided  in  the  EIS  is  adequate.   If 
you  have  any  further  questions  on  this  matter,  please  contact  Weston  Wilson  of 
my  staff  at  303/844-2901.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 


S^ncerel7(-youps| 


Wk 


(lack  W.   Hoffbuhr/// 


//Acting  Assistan^'fiegional   Administrator 
//     for  Policy  and  "'Management 


Attachments  ;/ 

cc:     Dr.   Traylor,    Colorado  Department  of  Health 
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DETAILED  COMMENTS 
PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  EIS 

by  the  Region  VIII  Office  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Page  3  The  provision  identified  for  the  Wildlife  Alternative  of 
improving  management  practices  where  streams  do  not  meet  State  Standards 
should  also  be  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Page  4  It  is  not  clear  why  the  wild  horse  herd  would  need  to  be  reduced 
to  65  to  100  animals  under  the  "Wildlife  Alternative"  when  a  herd  size  of 
100  animals  is  projected  under  the  "Preferred  Alternative". 

Page  4  How  much  off  tract  disposal  of  spent  shale  is  envisioned  under 
the  "Oil  Shale  Alternative"  or  other  alternatives  allowing  for  such 
disposal?  It  appears  that  such  off-tract  disposal  would  require 
additional  NEPA  compliance  to  evaluate  the  conflicting  planning  goals 
that  such  land  use  would  represent. 

Page  5  BLM  should  not  assume  that  their  "Preferred  Alternative"  is  the 
alternative  that  "achieves  the  combination  of  management  options  that  is 
the  most  acceptable...".  This  conclusion  can  be  made  only  after  review 
and  discussion  of  the  alternatives  by  all  interested  parties. 

Page  5  Who  will  monitor  the  real  impacts  from  additional  leasing?  If 
BLM  is  assuming  this  responsibility,  it  should  be  made  more  definitive  as 
a  required  lease  stipulation.  We  recommend  that  an  interagency 
monitoring  committee  be  established  to  advise  BLM  of  compliance  with 
these  lease  stipulations. 

Page  19-20  The  relationship  of  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  Programmatic  Oil  Shale 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  any  future  EIS's  for  oil  shale  leasing 
is  not  clear.  There  is  some  indication  that  BLM  may  prepare  site 
specific  EIS's,  but  BLM  does  not  commit,  as  it  should,  to  preparing  site 
specific  EIS's  for  each  lease. 

Page  23  EPA's  proposed  revision  to  the  TSP  regulations  establishes  the 
proposed  standard  at  10  microns,  therefore  the  reference  to  "10  or  15" 
could  be  dropped  and  simply  stated  as  the  proposed  standard  of  10  microns. 

Page  56  There  is  some  confusion  as  to  the  current  size  of  the  wild  horse 
herd.  Page  56  says  274  head  while  pages  82,  106,  130,  159  and  elsewhere 
indicates  there  are  159  head. 

Page  127  Why  is  the  size  of  the  oil  shale  research  tracts  reduced  to 
1000  acres  for  the  wildlife  alternative?  For  the  other  alternatives  the 
size  is  2000  acres.  Since  these  are  research  tracts,  not  development 
tracts,  a  standard  maximum  size  should  be  specified  and  the  number  of 
tracts  reduced  if  necessary. 
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Page  156  If  air  quality  and  the  PSD  permit  process  limits  oil  shale 
production  in  the  Piceance  Basin  to  300,000  to  400,000  barrels  per  day 
(which  is  uncertain),  then  BLM  may  not  be  able  to  issue  any  new  oil  shale 
leases  as  development  on  private  land  along  with  prototype  tracts  Ca  and 
Cb  may  well  consume  all  of  the  PSD  Class  I  increment.  In  addition  it  may 
be  determined  that  other  air  quality  related  values  such  as  acid 
deposition  are  more  restrictive  than  previously  thought. 

Page  168-171  No  specific  information  is  provided  for  air  quality  impacts 
for  the  various  alternatives.  This  reinforces  the  fact  that  the  current 
document  cannot  be  considered  an  EIS  for  oil  shale  leasing  decisions. 

Page  169  We  suggest  that  under  the  discussion  of  the  comparison  of 
impacts  to  air  quality  you  insert  a  sentence  regarding  the  contribution 
of  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  to  both  the  reduction  of  visibility  and  the 
acid  deposition  problem. 

Page  171  While  we  agree  that  previous  experience  has  shown  that  PSD 
increments  for  SO2  and  particulates  are  exceeded  before  adverse  impacts 
to  AQRV's  are  demonstrated,  more  recent  work  on  acid  deposition  by  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  has  shown  that  problems  with  lake  acidification  may 
occur  before  increment  consumption.  This  point  should  be  clarified  in 
the  final  EIS. 

Page  182  Under  the  discussion  of  the  NPDES  permit  policy  as  administered 
by  the  Colorado  Department  of  Health,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
policy  of  the  Department  not  to  allow  the  discharge  of  process  water  from 
oil  shale  facilities.  To  date,  all  applications  to  the  Department  by  oil 
shale  companies  have  included  a  committment  to  no  surface  discharge  of 
process  waters. 

Page  182  The  estimated  water  consumption  of  4  barrels  of  water  for  each 
barrel  of  shale  oil  is  high.  Better  water  management,  additional 
treatment,  and  reuse  could  be  utilized  to  reduce  this  comsumption  to 
about  2  barrels  of  water  for  each  barrel  of  shale  oil  and  perhaps 
eventually  even  less. 


Page  183  The  EIS  note 
States  of  Colorado  and 
statement  that  this  co 
below  that  minimum  nee 
followed  by  a  discussi 
EPA  suggests  that  the 
for  the  Taylor  Draw  Re 
section  of  the  White  R 
suggests  that  in  the  a 
on  this  stream  segment 
development  will  have 
guarentee.  BLM  should 
the  White  River  and  it 
necessary  to  maintain 
management  plan. 
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s  correctly  the  absence  of  an  agreement  between  the 
Utah  for  a  minimum  flow  on  the  White  River.  The 
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Page  186  Water  quality  degradation  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  includes  the  resultant  intermixing  of  the  aquifers  and 
leachate  additions  of  oil  shale.  It  is  not  stated  that  this  potential 
for  aquifer  intermixing  is  primarily  associated  with  the  north-central 
part  of  the  basin  where  artesian  conditions  exist.  EPA  suggests  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  recognize  this  difference  and  search  for  suitable 
site  for  oil  shale  leases  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  basin  which 
lacks  ground  water  upflow. 

Page  189  It  is  noted  that  mine  dewatering  could  significantly  impact 
Sullivantia  purpusii  and  Aquilegia  barnegyi  which  are  restricted  to 
springs  and  seeps  along  the  outcrops  of  the  Green  River  Formation. 
Avoidance  of  these  areas  for  oil  shale  lease  consideration  would  minimize 
such  losses  and  also  serve  to  reduce  the  potential  for  ground  water 
contamination  due  to  retort  backfilling  and  aquifer  intermixing  as 
mentioned  above. 

Page  189  The  use  of  the  avoidance  stipulation  to  notify  lease  holders  of 
the  existance  of  rare  and  endangered  plants  does  not  seem  to  provide  the 
needed  degree  of  control  to  protect  these  resources.  We  suggest  that 
additional  measures  be  considered  that  would  provide  greater  protection 
for  these  plants. 

Page  237  The  need  for  imported  electricity  could  be  substantially 
reduced  by  combusting  the  carbon  on  the  spent  shale  and  utilizing  this 
otherwise  wasted  energy  for  cogeneration  or  process  heat. 
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STATE    OF    COLORADO  RICHARD  D.  LAMM.  Governor 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DAVID  H.  GETCHES,  Executive  Director 

1313  Sherman  St.,  Room  718,  Denver,  Colorado  80203  666-3311 


July  26,  1984 


Mr.  Kannon  Richards,  State  Director 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1037  Twentieth  Street 
Denver,  Colorado        80206 

:Dear  Mr.  Richards: 


Geological  Survey  /o 

Boaro  of  Land  Commissioners 

Mined  Land  Reclamation 

Division  ol  Minef 

Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

Division  or  Parks  &■  Outdoor  Becreatio 

Soil  Conservation  Board 

Water  Conservation  Board 

Division  ol  Water  Resources 

Division  ol  Wildlife 


jjj  ant  pleased  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management 
pJlan  -  (RMP) .  This  letter  and  Its  attachments  constitute  the  official 
!cpmments  of  the  state  of  Colorado. 

fTbe  .Draft  RMP  1s  an  exceptionally  well-prepared  and  sound  document. 

¥or  Lsome  time,  the  state,  as  well  as  local  governments  and  various 
private  Interested  parties,  have  pushed  for  the  completion  of  an  RMP 
prior  to  additional  oil  shale  leasing.  This  Draft  meets  our  expecta- 
tions and  will  provide  a  solid  basis  for  future  decisionmaking  about 
oil  shale  leasing  and  other  resource  management  Issues.  We  support 
the  Preferred  Alternative  as  a  sound  and  well-balanced  approach,  with 
a  few  exceptions.  Two  features  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are 
particularly  commendable:  the  use  of  "carrying  capacity"  and  the 
commitment  to  partnership  with  state  and  local  government  1n  managing 
socioeconomic  Impacts. 


Our  detailed  comments  follow. 


Carrying  Capacity 

This  RMP  Is  a  path-breaking  effort  to  apply  the  concept  of  "thresholds" 
or  "carrying  capacity"  to  the  management  of  BLM  lands.  In  view  of  the 
unique  concentration  of  mineral  resources  In  the  Piceance  Basin,  It  1s 
especially  appropriate  to  apply  these  concepts  here. 

If  and  when  oil  shale  does  become  a  proven,  economic  source  of  liquid 
fuels,  the  possible  scale  of  development  1n  the  Basin  Is  truly  awesome. 
Therefore,  1t  1s  especially  Important  that  the  RMP  take  a  balanced 
approach,  recognizing  both  the  contribution  which  oil  shale  might  make 
to  meeting  national  energy  needs,  and  the  likelihood  that  too-rapid 
development  would  Inflict  unacceptable  environmental  damage  and  would 
overwhelm  the  social  and  economic  Infrastructure  of  the  small 
communities  near  the  oil  shale  region. 

In  this  period  of  reduced  Interest  1n  oil  shale,  all  parties  agree  on 
the  wisdom  of  moderate,  phased  development.  It  1s  essential  to  use 
the  opportunity  to  lay  a  sound  foundation  for  future  decisions  that 
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development  will  follow  a  desirable  route.  If  BLH  were  to  drop  the 
concept  of  thresholds  from  the  RHP,  the  way  would  be  open  for  excessive 
leasing,  which  would  stimulate  a  "land-rush"  of  activity  to  seek 
permits.  This  also  could  create  tremendous  pressure  for  Inappropriate 
relaxation  of  permitting  standards  and  force  Industry  Into  premature 
commitments  to  first-generation  technologies. 

Since  BLH  owns  80%  of  the  oil  shale  1n  Colorado,  Including  the  thickest 
and  richest  deposits,  BLH  has  an  affirmative  responsibility  to  manage 
Its  lands  to  Insure  that  the  oil  shale  resource  1s  developed  In  a  pru- 
dent manner.  On  the  other  hand,  BLH  should  not  prescribe  rigid  limits 
to  development  nor  specific  approaches  to  meeting  these  limits.  In  an 
Industry  as  young  and  unproven  as  oil  shale,  the  federal  land  manager 
must  structure  his  decisions  to  allow  private  Industry  the  maximum 
flexibility  In  finding  ways  to  meet  the  policy  goals  of  resource 
conservation,  environmental  quality,  and  socioeconomic  manageability. 

The  carrying  capacity  approach  outline  1n  this  RHP  strikes  a  correct 
balance  between  setting  Important  threshold  levels  and  allowing  flex- 
ibility 1n  how  these  levels  are  met.  The  thresholds  are  stated  not  In 
terms  of  barrels  of  oil  or  specific  technologies  but  1n  terms  of 
widely-understood  levels  of  Impact  on  air,  water  quality,  wildlife, 
and  socioeconomics.  The  RHP,  quite  correctly,  does  not  prescribe 
detailed  conditions  and  stipulations  based  on  hypothetical  project 
plans.  Such  stipulations  would  be  developed  later,  at  the  leasing  and 
permitting  stages. 


The  thresholds  set  f 
leasing  decisions  are 
RHP  Implies  that  the 
mitigation  assumed  to 
explicitly  that  these 
reasonable  mitigation 
be  Incorporated  as  a  c 
that  a  threshold  will 
that  development  can 
rather  than  simply  as 
that  a  threshold  will 


orth  In  the  RMP  will  be  applied  when  specific 
to  be  made  at  a  later  point  In  the  process.  The 
level  and  location  of  leasing  will  depend  on  the 
be  1n  place  for  the  leases.  The  RHP  should  state 
decisions  will  take  Into  account  appropriate  and 
requirements  and  that  any  assumed  mitigation  will 
ondltlon  of  any  lease.  In  making  a  determination 
not  be  exceeded,  BLH  must  examine  the  likelihood 
be  designed  and  managed  to  avoid  the  threshold, 
suming  that  a  permitting  requirement  will  Insure 
not  be  exceeded. 


With  one  exception,  the  thresholds  are  stated  clearly  and  In  a  manner 
which  will  allow  flexibility  when  the  thresholds  are  applied  to  actual 
leasing  decisions.  The  one  exception  1s  the  proposed  measurement  of 
water  quality.  The  RMP  (p.  156)  states  that  the  water  quality  threshold 
will  be  measured  by  discharge  water  quality  of  Individual  projects. 
This  1s  an  Important  Indicator,  but  equally  Important  is  the  quality 
of  water  1n  the  basin.  We  suggest  Table  III-S  be  adjusted  to  add  the 
phrase:  "and  projected  water  quality  1n  streams  in  the  basin." 

When  the  thresholds  are  applied,  the  findings  of  the  analysis  will 
depend  partly  on  the  baseline  of  development  assumed  to  occur  on 
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private  lands  for  non-oil  shale  projects.  It  will  be  essential  that 
this  baseline  be  a  realistic  projection  of  development  that  is  likely 
to  occur  at  the  time  of,  or  as  a  direct  consequence  of,  the  develop- 
ment of  leases.  Selecting  this  baseline  will  be  difficult  and  must  be 
done  with  the  full  participation  of  the  public  and  state  and  local 
officials.  As  the  RHP  makes  clear,  the  baseline  will  be  set  at  the 
time  of  leasing  decisions  and  will  be  based  on  the  best  information 
available  at  that  time. 

Socioeconomics 

Another  important  feature  of  the  RMP  1s  the  commitment  to  recognizing 
the  role  of  local  governments  1n  managing  socioeconomic  impacts.  Page 
215  of  the  RMP  explicitly  states  that  a  "mutually  agreeable  socio- 
economic mitigation  plan,"  with  the  full  support  of  both  the  lessee 
and  affected  governments,  must  be  1n  place  prior  to  the  approval  of  a 
detailed  development  plan  for  a  lease.  Without  such  a  stipulation  1n 
an  oil  shale  lease,  there  might  be  uncertainty  1n  some  quarters  about 
how  plans  for  socioeconomic  mitigation  are  to  be  handled.  We  do  sug- 
gest, however,  that  the  statement  on  page  215  that  the  current  lease 
stipulation  1s  adequate,  may  not  be  accurate.  We  would  prefer  a  lease 
stipulation  directly  quoting  the  RHP  language  of  "mutually  agreeable 
socioeconomic  mitigation  plan"  or  the  formulation  in  a  recent  memo- 
randum from  Associate  Solicitor  Jensen  to  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
Griles  (attached). 

Leasing  and  Exchanges 

The  RHP  lays  out  an  excellent  process  for  making  decisions  about 
future  oil  shale  leasing  (pp.  153-57).  There  would  be  no  leasing  for 
speculative  purposes,  and  decisions  to  lease  would  be  based  on  an 
assessment  of  the  diligent  development  of  projects  on  federal  and 
private  lands.  The  RHP  also  correctly  states  a  priority  for 
exchangeswhich  would  block  up  private  lands,  and  articulates  the 
Issues  that  must  be  addressed  in  determining  whether  an  exchange  is  In 
the  public  interest.  The  need  for  research  leases  1s  also  emphasized, 
although  current  statutory  limits  on  the  number  of  leases  that  a 
company  can  hold  are  a  major  stumbling  block  to  a  program  of  leasing 
for  research  and  small  demonstration  projects.  The  RHP  also 
recognizes  the  Immediate  importance  of  facilitating  exploration  and 
development  of  conventional  oil  and  gas,  even  In  areas  with 
significant  oil  shale  resources. 

Special  Management  Areas 

Since  the  oil  shale  reserves  of  the  Plceance  Basin  could  eventually 
support  a  very  large  industry,  it  is  important  that  this  RHP  provide 
adequate  protection  for  unique  ecological  features  of  the  area,  such 
as  sites  with  rare  and  sensitive  plants  or  remnant  vegetation  associ- 
ations. We  support  the  following  features  of  the  Draft  RHP  regarding 
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ecologically  significant  areas  1n  the  Plceance  8as1n,  which  are 
designated  to  provide  Interim  protection  on  a  year-to-year  basis: 

o  Commitment  to  add  "no  surface  occupancy"  or  "avoid- 
ance" stipulations  to  oil  and  gas  leases  on  such 
sites,  whenever  possible  except  where  prohibited  by 
valid  and  existing  rights. 

o  Inclusion  of  a  "special  management  areas"  section  1n 
the  RHP  (Appendix  B)  outlining  specific  management 
requirements  for  12  sites  which  are  not  proposed  for 
designation  as  "special  management  areas"  1n  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

o  Commitment  to  on-the-ground  surveys  for  rare  and 
sensitive  plant  species  prior  to  any  surface- 
disturbing  activity  1n  areas  of  potential  habitat  on 
public  land. 

o  Commitment  to  monitor  key  sites  to  assess  Impacts 
from  livestock  grazing  and  other  activities  (pp. 
160-161). 

o  Designation  of  the  Soldier  Creek  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern. 

SKA  designation,  however,  would  better  Insure  that  the  ecological 
and  geological  qualities  of  the  sites  remain  over  the  long  term. 

BLH  should  review  Its  decision  to  designate  virtually  no  special 
management  areas.  Soldier  Creek,  the  only  area  designated, 
Includes  Inadequate  acreage.  The  Nature  Conservancy  (TNC)  had 
recommended  3,109  acres  at  Soldier  Creek  for  designation  by  BLH. 
The  Soldier  Creek  site  was  not  one  of  the  nine  high-priority  sites 
which  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  (CNAP)  recommended  for 
special  management  area  designation.  The  area  does  have  Important 
values,  but  1t  was  only  16th  of  the  20  proposed  special  management 
areas  Identified  by  TNC  which  conducted  the  field  evaluation  for 
BLH  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants. 

The  lack  of  special  management  area  designations  Is  a 
disappointing  gap  In  the  RHP.  Of  the  nine  areas  recommended  by 
the  CNAP  for  SHA  designation  1n  the  RHP,  three  sites  are  of 
national  significance  because  they  contain  USFWS  Category  2  plant 
species  (species  for  which  additional  data  are  needed  prior  to 
federal  listing  as  endangered  or  threatened).  The  three  sites, 
listed  with  our  recommended  designation  and  acreages,  require 
Immediate  designation  to  provide  adequate  protection  to  the  rare 
plant  species: 
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1.  South  Cathedral  Bluffs  (Research  Natural  Area;  875 
acres) . 

2.  Dudley   Bluffs   (Area   of   Critical   Environmental 
Concern;  1,430  acres). 

3.  Deer  Gulch  (Research  Natural  Area;  2,545  acres). 

Along  with  the  Dudley  Bluffs  site,  five  additional  sites  of  the  nine 
contain  quality  or  rare  examples  of  native  plant  associations  of 
national  ecological  significance.  These  sites,  listed  below  with  our 
recommended  designation  and  acreages,  should  also  be  designated: 

1.  Upper  Greasewood  Creek  (Research  Natural  Area;  2,380 
acres) . 

2.  Spring  Gulch  (Research  Natural  Area;  860  acres). 

3.  School   Gulch   (Area   of   Critical   Environmental 
Concern;  400  acres) . 

4.  Lower  Hay  Gulch  (Research  Natural  Area;  140  acres). 

5.  King  Gulch  (Research  Natural  Area;  135  acres). 

The  ninth  site,  North  Cathedral  Bluffs  contains  outstanding  geological 
and  scenic  qualities  as  well  as  botanlcally  significant  values.  This 
site  Is  qualified  for  designation  as  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
(1,000  acres)  and  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (3,840 
acres) . 

Hater  Resources 

The  RHP  accurately  notes  the  Importance  of  water  quality  Issues, 
Including  groundwater,  to  future  oil  shale  development.  The  RHP  also 
correctly  notes  that  we  are  just  beginning  to  understand  what  these 
problems  are  and  how  they  can  be  managed  1f  a  large  oil  shale  Industry 
does  develop.  The  suggestion  of  an  Industrial  association  to  coordi- 
nate monitoring  and  mitigation  efforts  has  merit,  especially  If  It  will 
monitor  ambient  conditions.  However,  the  primary  responsibility  of 
monitoring  the  effluents  from  wastewater  treatment  facilities  should 
remain  with  the  permittee. 

A1r  Quality 

A  key  concept  In  the  EIS  1s  the  one  of  "budgeting"  of  the  air  resource. 
A  much  more  detailed  explanation  of  how  this  process  will  work,  who  1t 
will  be  applied  to,  how  consistent  will  1t  be  with  state  air  permitting 
programs,  and  what  specifics  are  called  for  1n  terms  of  consultation 
should  be  Included  If  this  document  1s  to  be  a  basis  of  leasing  and 
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other  decisions.  All  aspects  of  the  process  must  be  clearly  understood 
by  all  affected  groups  for  It  to  be  workable.  The  EIS  1s  further 
unclear  on  how  this  budgeting  process  will  apply  to  sources  outside 
the  resource  management  plan  area.  There  are  a  number  of  existing  and 
proposed  major  Industrial  sources  which  may  Impact  air  quality  In  the 
Flattops  Wilderness  Area.  Some  way  of  addressing  the  Impacts  of  those 
sources  should  also  be  Included. 

Technically,  the  Health  Department  1s  aware  of  some  discrepancies 
between  what  the  report  says  about  air  quality  Impacts  and  air  quality- 
related  values  (p.  171).  It  1s  our  feeling  that  there  may  be  signifi- 
cant add  deposition  Impacts  from  ambient  levels  well  below  the  current 
Class  I  Increments.  This  1s  based  upon  Clear  Creek  Shale  Oil  Permit 
analysis  currently  being  conducted  by  the  Health  Department,  EPA  and 
the  Forest  Service. 

Wildlife 

BLM  has  consulted  with  the  Division  of  Wildlife  (DOW)  throughout  the 
generations  of  this  Draft  RMP.  DOW  had  many  opportunities  for  Input 
and  provided  most  of  the  wildlife  data.  From  a  wildlife  point  of  view, 
the  Wildlife  Alternative  1s  the  most  desirable,  but  realistically,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  --  Including  the  camping  capacity  concept  —  1s 
a  sound  management  plan  and  good  compromise  for  all  Interests. 

It  1s  desirable  that  wild  horses  be  excluded  from  critical  deer  winter 
ranges  and  that  areas,  including  surface  owned  by  00W,  should  be 
managed  Intensively  for  wildlife  1f  they  are  considered  critical 
habitats.  If  the  Preferred  Alternative  Is  adopted,  research  efforts 
must  be  expanded,  not  merely  continued  as  stated  on  page  160. 

To  the  extent  that  BLM  can  encourage  the  formation  of  an  Industrial 
Association,  this  should  be  committed  mitigation  under  all  the 
alternatives.  Such  associations  have  worked  well  1n  other  places, 
such  as  the  overthrust  area,  and  should  meet  with  little  opposition. 
There  1s  substantial  evidence  that  the  Basin  has  been  overused  by 
livestock  and  possibly  wildlife.  Intensive  habitat  management  win  be 
necessary  for  wildlife  to  hold  Its  own  1n  the  face  of  further  oil 
shale  development. 

Recreation 

We  support  BLM  plans  to  designate  the  Plceance  Basin  as  Extensive 
Recreation  Management  Area,  to  designate  a  nonmotorlzed  hunting  area, 
and  to  commit  to  Increased  public  Information  programs  and  better 
access  to  the  White  River.  The  Basin  Is  an  important  recreation 
resource  but  Is  currently  overused.  More  active  management  1s 
essential. 
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envision  a  hunter  visitor  services  program  and  a  map  publication  of 
roads,  access,  and  facilities?  If  so,  what  will  be  the  timing  for 
Implementation  of  these  services?  Also,  1t  would  be  helpful  1f  the 
highest  priority  sites  for  Identification  along  the  White  River  were 
listed  1n  the  EIS. 

On  page  229  there  Is  no  discussion  of  positive  Impacts  along  the  White 
River  relative  to  plan  decisions  regarding  recreation. 

Corridors 

The  RHP  takes  a  sound  approach  to  corridor  planning.  Corridors  are 
designated,  but  the  RMP  does  leave  the  flexibility  to  accommodate  pipe- 
line, road,  or  transmission  line  proposals  that  may  not  fit  neatly  Into 
designated  corridors. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Oraft  RHP  and  look 
forward  to  Its  publication  1n  final  form. 

Sincerely, 

0 

David  H.  Getches 
Executive  Director 


DHG:bck 

cc:   Lee  Carle 

Curtis  Smith 
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We  support  the  statement  (p.  162)  that  public  access  points  on  the 
White  River  to  be  Identified  and  developed  as  use  Increases.   Does  BLM 


142 


78 


78 


COIDRADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 

The  Colorado  Heritage  Center  1300  Broadway  Denver,  Colorado  80203 
July   13,    1984 


DeWitt    John 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 
1313  Sherman  Street,  Room  718 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 

RE:   Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr .    John : 
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Thank  you  for  your  May  31,  1984,  correspondence  concerning  Colorado's  response  to  the 
above  plan. 

With  regard  to  cultural  resources,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has  provided 
summary  baseline  data  concerning  both  known  cultural  resources  and  the  probability 
of  additional  cultural  resources  within  the  planning  area.   It  must  be  understood 
however,  that  the  data  collected  for  the  predictive  model  is  limited.   (Only  9.6  per- 
cent of  the  planning  area  has  been  inventoried  at  a  Class  III  level.)   The  BLM  must 
realize  that  at  this  time  the  model  cannot  replace  the  Class  III  survey.   In  addition 
the  BLM  has  adequately  addressed  the  possible  effects  of  the  various  alternatives  on 
such  resources. 

Vandalism  of  cultural  resource  sites  has  become  an  increasing  problem  for  all  land- 
holding  agencies.   We  would  like  to  see  the  BLM  look  at  other  ways  to  stem  this  problem 
if  increased  patrols  are  not  possible.   Two  possibilities  are:   1)  requiring  energy 
companies  to  install  gates  to  limit  access  into  areas  with  cultural  resources  and  2)  use 
remote  sensors  on  the  important  sites.  _ 

It  should  be  pointed  out  in  this  document  that  a  National  Register  archaeological  dis- 
trict has  been  proposed  in  the  area  of  oil  shale  Tract  C-a.   Management  recommendations 
should  be  made  for  this  district.   Provision  should  also  be  made  for  the  establishment 
of  districts  or  other  cultural  resource  management  areas   that  may  be  identified  in  the 
future  within  the  Piceance  Basin.  _ 


144 


145 


Finally  this  office  also  supports  the  preferred  alternative  since  this  alternative  will 
provide  for  increased  consideration  of  cultural  resources.   At  present  cultural  resources 
in  the  area  are  only  identified,  evaluated  and  -  in  any  sense  -  managed  in  response  to 
specific  projects  requiring  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966.   The  preferred  alternative  represents  a  positive  effort  to  begin  to 
develop  a  management  strategy  for  cultural  resources  through  analysis,  interpretation, 
and  public  education. 


Sincerely, 


July  31,  1984 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 
Richard  D.  Lamm,  Governor 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

James  B.  Ruch,  Director 

6060  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  8021 6  (297-1 1 92) 


To:     DeWitt  John,  Steve  Norris 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 


From:   Al  Whitaker 

Wildlife  Pro'gram  Specialist 

Re:     Piceance  Basin  RMP/DEIS 


Since  our  first  comments  on  the  above-referenced  document,  we  have 
received  further  input  from  field  personnel. 

This  agency  supports  the  Wildlife  Alternative  as  prepared  in  the  EIS. 
Realistically  the  document  was  developed  to  deal  with  oil  shale  leasing 
in  the  Basin,  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  appears  to  be  a  good  com- 
promise among  all  interests.   If  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  adopted, 
we  offer  the  following  comments  and  suggestions. 

It  is  difficult  for  us  to  imagine  that  total  AUM's  for  livestock  and 
wildlife  will  increase  as  oil  shale  development  proceeds,  without  inten- 
sive range-habitat  management  by  the  BLM.   Extensive  mitigation  must 
be  required  of  all  developers  for  the  AUM  increase  to  become  reality. 
We  would  like  to  see  further  committed  mitigation  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

We  believe  wild  horses  may  develop  into  a  problem  in  the  future.   The 
wild  horse  is  thought  to  be  an  extreme  competitor  with  wildlife.   A 
Special  Management  Area,  excluding  horses,  may  need  to  be  established 
for  critical  wildlife  habitats  if  large  scale  oil  shale  development 
proceeds. 

We  question  why  BLM  states:   ".  .  .   would  not  reduce  livestock  grazing 
use  to  decrease  livestock/wildlife  forage  competition. "  An  explanation 
of  this  is  expected  in  the  final  EIS. 

We  feel  that  wildlife  research  efforts  must  be  expanded,  not  merely  con- 
tinued under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  on  page  160.   This  agency  owns 
land  surface  in  the  Basin  which  is  available  for  wildlife  research  and 
mitigation. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  David  H.  Getches.  Executive  Director .WiLDLIFE  0OMM1SSJOW.. ^J^™^™'"'™ 

Timothy  W  Schultz  V,ce  Chairman. M.chael  K.  H.gbee,  Secretary. Richard  L.  D.velb.ss.  Member.Donald  A.  Fernandez.  Member 

Wilbur  L.  Redden,  Member. James  T.  Smith,  Member. Jean  K.  Tool,  Member 


Barbaija 

State /Historic   Preservation   Officer 

BS/K 


79 


79 


Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 


P.O.  Box  18887    •  xKSeOxRaoex  •     Denver,  CO  80218 
x3Q930{p:gg9s  303-830-2557 


page  2 

John  Singlaub 

27  July  1984 
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27  July  1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub 

Piceance  Basin  RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  CO  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

The  Colorado  Wildlife  Federation  is  a  broad  based 
conservation  organization  representing  some  16/000  members.  Our 
goal  is  to  conserve  and  defend  from  waste  our  natural  resources 
by  protecting  habitat,  soil  and  water,  fostering  wise  management 
and  enhancing  the  status  of  wildlife.  We  have  participated  with 
several  other  conservation  and  natural  resource  oriented  groups 
in  reviewing  the  draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP.  In  reviewing  our 
comments,  please  consider  that  our  membership  is  largely 
comprised  of  hunters  and  fishermen  who  have  a  very  high  regard 
for  the  importance  of  the  Piceance  Basin  to  Colorado's  big  game 
resource. 


-  Increase  intensity  of  recreation  management  especially 
regarding  hunter  camps  and  services,  improved  access  where 
appropriate  and  closing  areas  to  motorized  vehicles  where 
important  for  resource  protection. 

-  Designate  the  12  priority  special  management  areas  as  well 
as  the  four  additional  areas  recommended  by  the  Nature 
Conservancy,  and  the  additional  5,000  acres  in  Yellow 
Creek  Basin  noted  for  its  wildlife  diversity  and 
importance  to  mule  deer. 

We  appreciate  your  careful  consideration  of  this  Citizen's 
Alternative  and  look  forward  to  your  positive  response.  The 
work  of  the  BLM  in  managing  cur  nation's  public  lands  is 
extremely  important  and  we  commend  the  serious  and  conscientious 
effort  the  draft  RMP  represents  in  this  regard  to  date. 

Sincerely, 

Bob  Black 
President 


The  Colorado  Wildlife  Federation  (CWF)  endorses  only  the 
"Citizen's  Alternative",  a  copy  of  which  is  enclosed.  We  found 
none  of  the  five  alternatives  presented  in  the  RMP  to  be 
acceptable  and,  therefore,  participated  in  the  development  of  the 
Citizens's  Alternative  (CA) .  As  you  have  surely  become  aware, 
the  CA  is  a  re-combination  of  elements  from  the  five  RMP 
alternatives  plus  a  few  additional  concepts.  Of  prime  importance 
to  CWF  are  the  following  pieces  of  the  Citizen's  Alternative: 

-  Completion  of  spring  and  stream  channel  inventories... 
meet  state  (water  quality)  standards .. .identify ,  protect, 
and  improve  sensitive  watersheds. 


Enclosure 


Maximize  productivity  of  the  soil  resource   and 
disturbance  on  productive  and  fragile  soils. 


minimize 


Monitor  quality  of  forage  and  capability  of  range  with 
three  to  five  year  reevaluation  and  adjustment  of  AUM's. 

Implement  Habitat  Management  Plan  to  improve  habitat 
conditions  and  increasing  wildlife  forage  allocation  over 
twenty  year  period.  Most  importantly,  recognize 
incompatibility  of  questionable  spent  shale  reclamation 
with  critical  wildlife  areas. 


Bob  Biack.  President 


Steve  Blomeke,  Executive  Director  Reed  Kelley.  Legislative  Assistant 

Colorado  Affiliate  of  National  Wildlife  Federation 
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10  July  1984 


Plceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan 
Citizens'  Alternative 


The  "Citizens'  Alternative"   is  a  multiple-use  land  management  alternative  for 
the  Plceance  Basin  which  we  propose  to  replace  the   "preferred  alternative" 
drafted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.      It  is  drawn  from  the  five  BLM- 
proposed  alternatives  plus  additional   suggestions.     We  believe  our  Alternative 
is  the  most  acceptable  resolution  of  planning  issues  after  considering  the 
potential   impacts  of  all   alternatives.     We  believe  it  is  a  complete,   reason- 
able and  implementable  master  plan  for  managing  the  public  lands,  resources, 
and  the  impacts  associated  with  such  management  during  the  expected  life  of 
this  plan. 

The  source  of  each  item  in  the  Citizens'  Alternative  is  indicated  as  follows: 

CM:     Current  Management 
W:       Wildlife 


Oil   «  Gas 

Oil   Shale 

Preferred  Alternative 

Implementation  of  Prototype  Oil    Shale  Leasing  Program 

New  suggestion  in  Citizens'   Alternative 

Cross  reference  to  planning  principle  elsewhere  in  plan 


For  comparison,  see  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan  Alternative 
Summary,  Table  III-l,  pages  80  to  84. 

Objectives 

To  achieve  the  combination  of  management  options  that  is  the  most  acceptable 
resolution  of  the  planning  issues  after  considering  the  potential  impacts  of 
all  alternatives  (PA) . 

Air  Resources 

i-'inimize  air  quality  degradation  through  legal   compliance,  monituring,   analy- 
sis, and  impact  mitigation.     Project  specific  evaluations  on  a  case-by-case 
basis   (CM)  on  an  individual    and  cumulative  basis   (CR).     Protect  regional   air 
quality  through  implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections   in  the 
Preferred  Alternative   (CR). 

BLM  will    initiate  air  quality  research  to  obtain  adequate  data  for  realistic 
air  quality  modeling.     Define  BACT  as  that  oil    shale  process  which  is  least 
emissive   (CA). 

Oil  Shale 

Limit  leasing  to  methods  with  least  disturbance.  No  new  open  pit  (except 
C-a).  (W  with  modifications).  No  oil  shale  leasing  in  multimineral  area 
(depocenter)  (OG).  Postpone  oil  shale  leasing  in  multimineral  area  (depo- 
center)  until  improved  recovery  rates  are  proven.  In  KGS,  oil  and  gas  have 
priority  (PA). 
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No  tracts  identified   (PA).   Priority  areas  for  oil    shale  does  not  allow  for  new 
open  pit  (W).     Depocenter  reserved;  Piceance  dome  area  excluded.    (OG). 

Consider  new  leasing  only  when  prototype  tracts  are  developed  and  operating 
commercially  (W)  and  environmental   analysis  determines  that  development  of 
commercial   leases  Is  environmentally,  socially  and  economically  acceptable 
(CA).     Reclamation  must  be  proven  successful  on  a  commercial   prototype  scale 
prior  to  new  leasing   (PP).     No  more  than  one  tract  leased  every  five  years 
(W).     Future  lease  offerings  based  on  demand   (PA)   for  shale  oil   at  competitive 
world  prices  without  subsidization   (CA).     A  lease  offering  process  (specified 
in  the  main  text  of  the  RMP)  would  be  followed  whereby  critical    carrying 
capacities  may  not  be  exceeded  by  the  cumulative  impacts  of  development  of 
existing  properties  and  proposed  leases.     Monitor  impacts  as  development 
occurs  so  as  not  to  allow  additional   leasing  1f  carrying  capacities  may  be 
excluded   (PA  edited  and  main  RMP  text  reference  added). 

No  new  off-tract  disposal    (except  for  C-a)   (W).     Off-site  disposal   authorized 
for  tract  C-a  only  after  environmental   impact  statement  determines  the  need 
for  prototype  development  of  the  tract  and  determines  the  best  site  according 
to  net  resource  recovery  and  environmental  protection  criteria  (CA). 

Exchanges  included  in  lease  limits   (W).     Exchanges  subject  to  constraints  of 
carrying  capacity  and  the  same  location  constraints  as  leasing,   i.e.,   reserve 
depocenter,  exclude  Piceance  Dome  area.     Priority  given  to  small   areas  that 
facilitate  private  development  by  supplementing  otherwise  commercial    sized 
private  tracts.     Exchanges  of  large  blocked  up  Federal   lands  discouraged   (PA 
with  clarification  and  style  editing). 

Evaluate  small  research  tracts  on  merits  of  technology  and  availability  of 
alternative  private  lands.     No  commercial   operations   (PA). 

Priority  use  areas  for  oil  shale  leasing  shall  be  categorized  and  further 
prioritized  based  on  land  reclamability  factors  such  as  soils,  erosivity, 
slope,  aspect,  net  evapotranspiration,  net  recharge  potential,  etc.  (CA). 
(See  also  Wildlife  section  concerning  conflict  resolution  criteria.) 

Based  on  prototype  experience,   this  land  use  plan  and  environmental    research, 
the  Department  shall    develop  standard  environmental    protection  stipulations 
for  inclusion  in  future  leases  prior  to  future  oil    shale  leasing.     Site  spec- 
ific stipulations   shall   be  added  to  leases  based  on  site  specific  environmen- 
tal  impact  analysis  (CA). 

Sodium 

No  sodium-only  leasing,  only  concurrent  with  oil   shale  leasing  (W,0S). 

Coal 

Future  coal    leasing  would  be  considered  only  for  underground  methods  on  a 

total   of  29,610  acres   (W)  on  a  short-term  criteria  basis,   i.e.,   as  needed  to 

meet  the  demands  of  existing  lessees.     Coal    leasing  impacts  would  be  evaluated 

as  part  of  regional    carrying  capacity  (CA). 

Locatable  Minerals 

None  currently  being  developed;  most  of  the  planning  area  is  closed  to  mineral 
entry  due  to  oil    shale  withdrawal    (PA). 
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Oil   and  Gas 

KGS's  would  have  priority  (W)  except  where  they  conflict  with  SHA's   (CA).     All 
oil   and  gas  lands  open  subject  to  stipulations  in  the  Oil   and  Gas  Umbrella  EA 
(W).     New  or  reissued  leases  shall   be  subject  to  additional    stipulations  for 
other  resource  values   (W  modified).     SHA's  will   be  included  under  the  Umbrella 
EA  as  leases  are  retired  (CA).      (See  also,  Transportation) 

Saleable  Minerals 

Existing  or  previously  used  sand  and  gravel    sites  would  be  favored.     Develop- 
ment excluded  from  areas  of  sensitive  environmental   values  (W). 

Water  Resources 

Complete  spring  and  stream  channel  inventories.  Establish  baseline  conditions 
based  on  results  of  inventory  (PA).  Maintain  streams  that  meet  state  stan- 
dards through  management  practices;  improve,  where  practical,  those  that  don't 
meet  standards.  Identify  sensitive  watersheds  through  watershed  management 
plans.  Improve  sensitive  watersheds  with  intensive  management  practices  (W) 
or  SMA  designation  (CA).  Restrict  use  of  public  lands  to  protect  sensitive 
watersheds  and  streams  not  meeting  minimum  standards.  Limit  ORV  use  in  sensi- 
tive watersheds  (W).  Protect  regional  stream  quality  and  pollutant  loading 
through  implementation  of  carrying  capacity  protections  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (CR).  Develop  and  implement  protective  measures  for  groundwater 
in  the  Basin.  Watershed  and  groundwater  management  plans  and  standard  lease 
tk>      stipulations  must  be  in  place  prior  to  commercial  oil  shale  leasing.  Increase 
•^      monitoring  and  enforcement  of  existing  and  new  lease  stipultions  (CA). 

Soils 

Maximize  productivity  of  the  soil   resource.     Minimize  disturbances  on  produc- 
tive or  fragile  soils.     Other  restrictions  would  be  applied  to  surface  distur- 
bing activities,   including  seasonal   ORV  closures  on  all    BLM  roads  and  trails 
when  roads  are  saturated  to  3  inches    (W).     Avoid  erosive,   saline  or  steep 
slopes.     Application  and  enforcement  of  reclamation  measures  on  surface  dis- 
turbing projects.     Improve  road  maintenance   (PA). 

Forestry 

Reduce  forest  product  sales  to   1,000  cords  of  firewood  and  100,000  board  feet 
of  sawtimber  annually  (OS). 

Livestock  Grazing 

Implement  grazing  management  plan.  Maximum  authorized  use  is  57,016  AUM's. 
Present  average  is  55,334  AUM's.  Long-term  (20  year)  allocation  is  64,011 
AUM's   (CM). 

Adjust  authorized  AUM's  to  account  for  SMA  designations.     Fence  some  SMA's  as 
needed  to  protect  from  grazing.     Compensate  affected  ranchers  for  such  lost 
forage  (CA). 

Monitor  quality  of  forage  and  capability  of  range.      In  three  to  five  years 
reevaluate  and  readjust  authorized  AUM's  to  account  for  range  capability, 
range  monitoring  results  and  anticipated  conflicting  uses   (CA). 
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Wild  Horses 

Reduce  herd  size  to  65-100  horses  by  1988  and  manage  to  sustain  that  herd   (W). 

Wildlife 

Implement  Piceance  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  to  improve  habitat  conditions 
of  recreational    species,   raptors,   and  threatened/endangered  species.     Short 
term  forage  allocation  to  wildlife  of  36,160  AUM's,   long-term  (20  year)  allo- 
cation of  40,501,  to  achieve  BLM-D0W  population  objectives   (PA).     Oil    shale 
development  must  occur  within  the  limits  of  existing  allocations  and  carrying 
capacities   (CA). 

Until    long  term  viability  of  spent  shale  revegetation  and  reclamation  is 
proven,  plan  for  resource  priority  compatibili ty  based  on  th*  assumption  that 
maintaining  critical   wildlife  areas   (critical   deer  winter  range,  elk  summer 
range)   is  incompatible  with  any  oil    shale  operations  requiring  surface  dispo- 
sal  or  mining  (CA) . 

Add  an  ACEC  in  the  Yellow  Creek  Basin  (see  below)   to  protect  its  wildlife 
diversity  and  rich  flora. 

Rare  and  Sensitive  Plants 

Protect  all  known  populations  of  rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vegeta- 
tion associations  by  excluding  surface-disturbing  activities  (W)  from  habitats 
and  necessary  buffer  areas   (CA).     Designate  SMA's  as  indicated  below  (CA). 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural   resource  inventories  and  protection  are  performed  in  response  to 
individual   surface  disturbing  projects.     Standard  and  special    stipulations  are 
applied  on  a  case-by-case  basis.     Some  cultural    resources  will    be  intensively 
managed  to  provice  for  analysis,    interpretation,   and  public  awareness  to  the 
extent  possible   (PA).     Road  building  and  other  construction  should  be  avoided 
where  it  would  harm  or  make  more  accessible  sites  needing  protection   (CA). 

Paleontological   Resources 

Based  on  a  resource  potential  classification  system,  paleontological  resources 
are  identified  and  protected  on  an  individual    project  basis   (PA). 

Recreation 

More  intensive  management  of  user  areas  and  sercies  would  occur.     Upgrade 
hunter  camps;   improve  access;   seasonal   visitor  services  program  for  hunters 
established;  public  access  to  White  Rive  improved.     Establish  Non-notorized 
Hunting  Area.     Hunter  concentration  areas  would  be  proposed  as  Special    Recrea- 
tion Management  Area   (SRMA).     Seasonal    and  permanent  0RY  closures  and  restric- 
tions would  occur  based  upon  non-motorized  hunting,  wildlife,   soils,   water- 
shed, ACEC  designations.     Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  required  for  SRMA's 
(W). 

Visual   Resources 

Visual   design  would  be  emphasized  to  reduce  contrast  of  projects   (PA). 
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Preserve  existing  high  visibility  in  and  around  Basin.     Establish  visual 
resource  protections  at  the  Cathedral    Bluffs  (CA). 

Transportation 

Restrict  utility  and  transportation  corridors   (see  Lands  and  Realty)   as  pro- 
vided by  corridor  designation   (CR).     Provide  for  access  and  require  product 
transportation  such  as  pipelines  or  railroads  to  reduce  truck  transport  for 
major  projects.     Require  (W)  and  enforce   (CA)   5  year  plans  of  development  for 
new  or  reissued  leases   (W).     Add  strict  reclamation  stipulations   (CA). 

Lands  and  Realty 

Priority  utility  corridors  designated.     Major  linear  utilities  would  be  en- 
couraged to  locate  within  designated  corridors.     Criteria  established  to  avoid 
sensitive  resource  values  for  major  linear  utilities  routing  outside  of 
corridors  (PA). 

Use  authorizations  Issued  on  a  case-by-case  basis  (PA). 

Sales  of  public  lands  based  on  similar  criteria  as  Current  Management  Alterna- 
tive.    850  acres  potentially  meet  the  criteria.     Additional   criteria  esta- 
blished for  future  land  disposal   consideration   (H). 

Community  expansion  sales  or  leases  considered  within  5  mile  radius  of  Meeker 
or  Rangely.     If  growth  increases  too  dramatically  for  communities  to  accept 
and  it  is  determined  by  local   officials  that  development  is  required  outside 
existing  communities  (PA),   additional    logical   sites  consistent  with  other 
resource  values   should  be  considered  for  new  community  development  (CA). 
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Continue  with  prescribed  burn 


Fire  Management 

Prepare  and  implement  a  Fire  Management  Plan, 
plan  as  in  MFP  (PA). 

Special  Management  Areas 

Designate  12  priority  RNA's,   OMA's,   ACEC's  totalling  23,965  acres   (W). 

In  addition,  designate  8,070  acres  as  priority  SMA's  as  recommended  by  The 
Nature  Conservancy  for  Alkali    Flat,  Owl   Gulch,  Trail   Canyon,   and  Yellow  Creek 
Ridge   (CA).     An  additional    5,000  acres   in  Yellow  Creek  Basin  should  be  desig- 
nated primarily  for  wildlife  values   in  an  area  which  best  combines  severe 
winter  mule  deer  range,   that  most  isolated  portion  of  the  Basin  which  supports 
the  most  diverse  wildlife  population  (see  1973  Prototype  EIS),   but  which 
excludes  tract  C-18  (CA). 

All    designations  are  subject  to  currently  valid  existing  rights   (CA). 
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UNITED  STATES 

NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON.  D.  C.   20555 


AUG  C  7  1984 


Mr.  John  Singlaub 

Piceance  Basin  RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

White  River  Resource  Area 

Post  Office  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

Dear  Mr.  Singlaub: 

In  response  to  the  notice  of  May,  1984,  provided  to  the  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission,  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  for  the  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Management  Plan.  Our 
review  was  directed  to  whether  the  action  described  in  the  draft  EIS 
involved  matters  within  our  jurisdiction  by  law  or  special  expertise 
or  had  any  potential  impact  on  NRC  licensed  facilities.  No  potential 
effects  were  identified;  therefore,  we  have  no  specific  comments  on 
the  draft  EIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  document. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  H.  Vollmer,  Director 

Division  of  Engineering 

Office  of  Nuclear  Reactor  Regulation 
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%AtioHtd  &xu*ttil  o£  Pcd&e  J.amt  *£>Uen4, 


Paul  Maxwell.  President 


P.  0.  Box  811 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado  81501 

1  Jun  34 


Herbert  Snyder,  Secretary 


1-r.  William  P.  Clark,  Secretary 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
C  Street  between  18  &  19  Sts.  H.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   2024.0 

Dear  Secretary  Clark: 

The  Piceance  Basin  Resource  Kanagement  Plan  &  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  'Management  VJhite  River  P.esource 
Area,  Colorado  was  reviewed  at  a  recent  public  meeting. 

While  there  is  recorded  data  of  natural  precipitation  ranges,  there 
is  no  data  on  natural  evaporation.  Since  natural  evaporation,  solar, 
wind,  etc.,  is  a  primary  standard  for  determining  a  "desert"  environ- 
ment, and  how  it  should  be  managed,  it  must  be  shown  in  the  impact 
statement. 

In  answer  to  the  question  why  this  information  is  omitted,  it  was 
apparent  the  Dreparing  personnel  were  either  concerned  with  preserving 
their  jobs  or  had  been  instructed  by  higher  authority  to  protect  the 
money  lenders  and  their  grazing  permittee  chattels. 

Anyone  who  has  observed  the  pollution  in  the  spring  runoff  from 
the  watersheds  must  be  aware  that  domestic  livestock  grazing  has  left 
the  'watersheds  barren  of  protective  vegetation. 

The  damage  resulting  from  domestic  livestock  overgrazing  is  evident 
in  reservoirs  filling  with  topsoil,  irrigated  lands  filling  with  salt 
and  barren  rocks  on  the  watershed  where  once  was  topsoil. 

If  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  cannot  remove  the  domestic  live- 
stock from  the  Natural  Resource  Land  watersheds,  those  suffering  damage 
from  this  inaction  may  have  to  find  another  solution  for  removal. 
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let's  hope  it  doesn't  cone  to  that 


Copy  to  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Public  Lands  Institute 
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PUBLIC  HEARING 

DRAFT  PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

May  15,  1984 

Meeker,  Colorado 


the  meeting  up  to  the  formal  comments.   Jim  Evans.   Jim, 
would  you  please  state  your  name  and  who  do  you  represent  and 
if  you  have  a  written  paper  to  go  along  with  it,  please  give 
it  to  the  reporter. 

JIM  EVANS:   I  do  have  two  documents  to  submit  and  I 
would  like  to  give  the  views  of  our  association,  even 
preliminary  views.   The  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest 
Colorado  represents  the  four  counties  in  the  nortnwest  corner 
of  Colorado  plus  the  15  cities  contained  therein.   And  we 
have  taken  excerpts  from  your  document  dealing  primarily  with 
socio-economics  and  environmental  issues  in  the  preferred 
alternative  and  circulated  and  discussed  at  one  board 
meeting.   We  decided  to  wait  until  after  the  hearing  to 
finalize  in  case  any  new  information  came  out  during  the 
hearings  or  questions  were  resolved  after  your  presentations 
at  the  different  meetings.   So  this  is  a  preliminary 
position.   But  we  do  want  to  support  the  process  that  you  are 
following.   We  did  appreciate  the  review,  informal  review,  at 
the  Redstone  meeting  last  October  that  was  very  helpful  to  a 
lot  of  our  board  members  that  were  there  and  some  of  the 
other  local  staff  in  addition  to  the  formal  process  that  was 
followed,  so  we  definitely  support  the  process  you're 
following.   Even  though  you  began  it  before  the  new 
regulations  for  your  planning  process,  we  think  you  are 
adhering  to  the  spirit  of  those  regulations  and,  in  fact, 
complied,  even  though  you  did  most  of  it  before  the 
regulations  were  adopted.   I  think  you  complied  with  the 
intent. 
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We  have  a  formal  position  paper  on  oil  shale  leasing 
that  goes  beyond  the  Resource  Management  Plan.   But  I  thought 
I  would  just  submit  the  whole  document  and  you  can  choose 
what  you  think  might  fit  in  some  of  the  places,  specifically 
as  I  mentioned,  and  I'll  just  read  real  quickly: 

1.  We  believe  BLM  is  doing  a  thorough  planning  effort 
with  good  public  participation  and  state/local  consultation. 

2.  We  believe  the  final  plan  should  incorporate  the 
concept  of  "carrying  capacity."   This  would  allow  a 
development  timetable  and  framework  that  can  be  accommodated 
by  the  regional  and  local  environment  and  affected 
communities.   The  concept  includes  a  mitigation  plan  for  any 
adverse  impact. 

And  we  are  pleased  to  note  that  that  is  in  your  draft 
plan,  the  "caring  concept." 

3.  We  believe  the  Resource  Management  Plan  should 
clarify  the  applicability  of  local  laws  for  the  management  of 
socio-economic  impact  mitigation. 

We  have  a  recommended  provision  with  language,  and  I 
believe  is  very  close  to  the  language  you  have  adopted.   We 
support  a  lease  language  that  would  require  a  mutually 
acceptable  impact  mitigation  plan  developed  by  the  lessee  in 
cooperation  with  the  affected  local  governments  and  the 
language  you  have  adopted  is  very  good.   In  addition  to  that, 
though,  we  had  proposed  since  your  draft;  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  when  was  that,  April  16th,  when  you  went  to  print? 
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JOHN  SINGLAUB:   Something  like  that. 

JIM  EVANS:   They  went  to  print  on  the  13th,  I  think  it 
was  the  13th,  we  met  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
delegation  of  local  officials  from  this  region  and,  in 
addition  to  the  mutually  acceptable  lease  language,  we 
endorse  a  draft  memo  from  the  Associate  Solicitor  for  Energy 
and  Resources  out  of  the  Department  of  Interior,  dealing  with 
applicable  local  laws,  and  we  encourage  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  to  adopt  that  as  policy.   We,  as  I  said,  we  do 
support  the  language  in  the  plan  now  but  we  would  like  you  to 
receive  that  if  you  haven't  from  your  own  channels.   It  has 
not  been  adopted  yet  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  as 
practice,  but  we  did  encourage  him  to  adopt  that.   But 
whether  it's  adopted  or  not,  it's  a  three  page  memo  that 
outlines  the  reasons  and  justifications  and  makes  it  clear 
that  it's  well  within  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  and  BLM  to  address  the  applicability  of  local  laws, 
and  I  think,  again,  that  your  socio-ecomonlc  mitigation 
section  is  right  on  target.   I  would  like  to  submit  that  then 
for  the  record. 

And,  finally,  one  other  thing.   In  your  document  where 
you  reference  other  documents,  where  you  cross-reference,  one 
of  the  things  you  cross-reference  is  the  oil  shale  joint 
working  group,  and  I'm  sure  you'll  hear  more  from  some  of  the 
participants  of  the  joint  working  group  since  after  you  went 
to  print  the  joint  working  group  disbanded  without  issuing  a 
final  legislative  draft.   The  language  that  you  contain  in 
here  is  not  quite  up-to-date  and  I  would  suggest  that  you 
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mend  the  language  in  your  final  report.   The,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  joint  wording  group  consisted  of  12  individuals, 
3  representing  industry,  3  represented  the  3  states,  the 
governors'  offices  of  Wyoming,  Colorado  and  Utah,  3 
represented  local  government,  3  represented  environmental 
groups  and  the,  after  a  full  year  of  deliberation  they  did 
have  a  couple  of  drafts  for  legislation  that  would  govern  the 
future  leasing.   In  other  words,  whatever  plan  you  wind  up 
with,  that  legislation  would  authorize  the  size  of  leases, 
etc.  and  spell  out  the  type  of  planning  that  would  have  to  be 
done  just  prior  to  any  lease.   So  I  think  it  fits  in  with  what 
you've  done;  I  don't  think  you've  wasted  any  effort.   Better 
than  any  legislation  we've  seen.   But  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  the  joint  working  group  did  disband  without  a  final 
report.   Subsequently,  on  April  12,  the  day  before  you  went 
to  print,  the  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado, 
our  association,  took  the  final  draft  with  several  technical 
amendments,  all  of  which  had  been  discussed  by  the  joint 
working  group,  and  adopted  it  as  an  Associated  Governments' 
proposal  for  oil  shale  legislation.   So  in  your  final  report, 
if  you  wish  to  reference  a  document,  since  the  joint  working 
group  did  not  issue  a  document  even  though  you  had  the  draft 
that  was  never  finalized,  this  is  the  official  position  of 
our  association;  does  not  represent  the  spectrum  of  the  joint 
working  group,  and  we  do  have  a  disclaimer  on  the  front  that 
this  is  the  position  of  our  local  governments.   But  it  would 
be  additional  background  data  for  some  of  the  things  that  you 
have  in  your  plan  that  came  out  of  the  original  draft.   I 
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think  that's  all  I  have. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Jim. 

JIM  EVANS:   There  will  be  other  representatives  of  our 
association  at  some  of  the  other  hearings. 

CURT  SMITH:   Harvey  Bloomfield. 

HARVEY  BLOOMFIELD:   I'm  Harvey  Bloomfield  representing 
myself.   I  agree  with  Jim  Evans,  I  think  the  socio-economic 
side  of  the  study  is  sound.   If  it  was  left  up  to  me  I  would 
take  strictly  the  wildlife  alternative.   I  have  to  be 
realistic  about  this,  and  therefore  I  look  at  the  preferred 
alternative  and  I  question  that  there  were  20  SHA's  were 
identified  by  the  "nature  conservancy"  but  when  the 
completion  of  a  rare  and  sensitive  plant  inventory  of  the 
Piceance  Basin.   Only  12  of  these  were  considered  in  the 
wildlife  alternative  and  only  3  in  the  oil  and  gas 
alternative   and  only  a  minor  one  in  the  preferred  alternative. 
Certain  areas  contain  the  world's  largest  known  population  of 
one  of  several  rare  plants.   The  rare  and  endangered  species 
of  plants  need  protection  afforded  in  the  Special  Management 
areas.   I  would  suggest  that  again  the  preferred  management 
alternative  should  include  such  things.   I  think  that  we 
need  to  preserve  these  plants.   Any  of  the  endangered  species 
are  faced  with  extinction.   He  see  extinction  of  endangered 
species  occurring  at  one  per  hour.   We  need  to  protect  such 
things.   We  have  no  idea  what's  happening  with  this. 
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I  would  consider  another  point  in  the  wildlife 
management.   I  polled  it  through  and  again  this  has  to  do 
witn  wildlife  management  and  livestock,   I  notice  the  AUM '  s 
are  up.   It  would  afford  ranchers  a  better  use  of  the  land. 
I  think  that  this  is  something  that  we  can  do  so  that 
ranchers  can  afford  to  keep  the  livestock  clear.   They're  not 
making  that  much  money. 

I  would  also  like  to  see  some  of  the  plans  to  require  to 
restrict  some  of  the  drilling  pads,   I  continually  notice 
that  the  drilling  pads  continually  get  larger.   Of  course 
some  of  this  is  with  depth  but  I  would  like  to  see  a 
restriction  of  drilling  pad  size.   And  also  I  would  like  to 
see  a  requirement  that  a  five-year  plan  of  development  of  all 
roads  should  come  in.   I  think  that  this  could  be  a 
comprehensive  plan  that  would  deal  with  fewer  roads  and  make 
use  of  the  existing  roads  within  the  area.   That's  all'l 
have. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Harvey.   Okay.   That  was  all  the 
individuals  we  had  signed  up  to  speak.   Are  there  any  others 
that  would  like  to  come  forward  at  this  time  and  make  a 
comment?  Okay.   If  not,  then  we  can  stop  recording  on  the 
meeting  at  this  time  and  open  the  meeting  up  to  informal 
questions  for  clarification  and  this  type  of  thing. 

Thank  you  for  attending.   We  will  have  again  meetings  in 
Grand  Junction  this  Thursday,  Denver  next  Tuesday,  a  week 
from  today  and  Glenwood  a  week  from  this  coming  Thursday. 
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DRAFT  PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

May  17,  1984 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
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We're  flexible;  if  you've  got  some  different  language  please 
give  that  to  us  if  not  tonight  in  your  oral  comments  in  any 
written  comments  that  you  submit.   Once  we've  assembled  all  the 
comments,  we  come  out  with  a  final;  you'll  have  a  protest 
period  and  a  sixty  day  Governor's  review  of  the  document. 
We're  hoping  that  sometime  in  the  beginning  of  1985  we'll 
actually  get  the  final,  final,  final,  final  RMP  approved  and  be 
able  to  begin  implementing  the  decisions  that  are  included  in 
there. 

So,  again  if  you  decide  to  submit  written  comments,  here's 
the  address  to  send  them  to,  the  deadline  date  we  must  receive 
them  in  Meeker. 

CURT  SMITH;   Now  we'll  open  the  meeting  up  to  formal 
comments.   Again,  we'll  restrict  the  comments  to  ten  minutes. 
We'd  like  for  you  to  come  to  the  front  of  the  room,  present 
your  name  and  who  you  represent  and  if  you  have  written 
comments  with  you,  would  you  please  submit  them  to  the  court 
reporter.  So  with  that,  Ed  Rosar. 

ED  ROSAR:   My  name  is  Ed  Rosar.   I  represent  Industrial 
Resources  and  it's  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Wolf  Ridge 
Minerals.   Wolf  Ridge  is  the  lessee  of  four  sodium  leases  out 
in  the  Basin.   We  have  completed  the  first  phase  of  our 
Nahcolite  solution  mining  test  program,  and  presently  we  are 
designing  and  preparing  to  proceed  with  the  second  phase  which 
is  a  larger  and  more  complex  pilot  plant  operation.   My 
comments  are  primarily  directed  to  the  sodium  minerals  and 
their  relationship  to  our  leasehold.   With  regard  to  the  sodium 
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only  development,  the  draft  at  times  suggests  imposing  mining 
restrictions  in  order  to  preserve  the  mineability  and  recovery 
of  the  oil  shale  resources  contained  in  the  sodium  leased 
lands.   I  want  to  stress,  these  are  not  new  restrictions  that 
are  to  be  imposed  on  the  present  or  the  future  sodium-only 
operations.   As  a  result  of  the  stipulations  in  the  existing 
sodium  lease  agreements,  these  restrictions  are  already  in 
place  and  are  being  enforced.   We  recommend  that  any  oil  shale 
lease  that  might  be  issued  in  the  future  on  our  lease  also  have 
the  same  rigid  stipulations  in  protecting  the  sodium  mineral 
resources. 

On  page  37  of  the  draft,  under  the  heading  "Subsidence", 
paragraph  one,  one  phrase  bears  more  scrutiny.   It  is: 
Presently,  no  areas  of  natural  or  man-made  subsidence  have 
been  identified  in  the  planning  area".   However,  one  of  our 
geologic  consultants  has  performed  a  geologic  study  on  the 
sodium  leased  lands  and  the  surrounding  area.   Structural 
features  have  indicated  substantial  natural  subsidence  in  our 
lease,  with  up  to  one  hundred  and  twenty  feet  of  vertical  sub- 
sidence near  the  Juhan  Corehole  4-1,  which  is  about  1,800  feet 
south  of  our  lease.   This  subsidence  was  a  result  of  past 
leaching  of  a  large  portion  of  the  original  sodium  mineral 
deposits.   We  also  have  undertaken  extensive  rock  mechanic, 
rock  quality  and  lithologic  analysis  of  our  lease  area. 
Preliminary  results  are  also  indicating  a  natural  but 
structurally  uniform  subsidence.   It  has  appeared  above  the 
dissolution  surface  and  throughout  our  lease.   As  a  result  of 
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this  subsidence  above  the  dissolution  surface,  and  including 
the  mahogany  zone,  this  rock  interval  has  been  severely  de- 
graded.  Because  of  our  observations,  we  believe  that  the  BLM 
should  reconsider  its  statement  on  subsidence. 

On  another  matter,  it's  our  position  that  a  statement  on 
page  173  should  be  clarified.   It  is  in  the  third  paragraph 
under  the  heading  "Oil  Shale".   The  statement  is  "loss  of  oil 
shale  resources  as  a  result  of  development  of  existing  sodium 
leases  and  PRLAs  is  also  a  possibility.   Subsidence  caused  by 
underground  and  in-situ  mining  methods  could  disrupt  overlying 
oil  shale  strata  causing  mine  engineering  and  safety  problems. 
Lease  stipulations  within  the  sodium  leases  require  protection 
of  the  oil  shale  resources".   However,  in  our  sodium  minerals 
area,  the  total  resources  are  contained  in  two  major  Zones 
which  have  different  economic,  physical  and  geologic 
properties.   The  major  Upper  Zone  is  located  above  the 
dissolution  surface  and  contains  the  leached  zone,  the  Mahogany 
Zone  and  the  R-8  zone.   The  high  resistivity  zone  or  Saline 
Zone  is  positioned  below  the  dissolution  surface.   Any 
evaluations  on  subsidence,  recovery,  mineability  have  to 
consider  these  zones  as  a  separate  unit.   You  can't  consider 
them  as  one  complete  and  homogeneous  unit.   Our  ongoing 
evaluations  show  oil  shale  resource  in  the  Upper  Zone  cannot  be 
feasibly  mined  by  either  conventional  underground  methods  or 
in-situ  methods  such  as  the  MIS,  due  to  the  fractured  and 
incompetent  rock  qualities.   We  intend  to  continue  solution 
mining  a  nahcolite  bed  called  the  Boises  Bed,  which  is  located 
below  and  relatively  close  to  the  dissolution  surface.   Any 
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subsidence  resulting  from  this  operation  will  add  little  in 
making  the  mineability  of  the  Upper  Zone  and  including  the 
Mahogany  Zone  any  more  untenable  than  as  presently  exists. 
Also,  even  under  the  worst  subsidence  scenario,  our  rock 
mechanics  consultants  have  estimated  potential  surface 
subsidence  to  be  negligible.   We're  talking  an  inch  or  less, 
maybe  two  inches.   You  can't  measure  the  darn  thing.   However, 
the  most  logical  and  economic  lay  of  eventually  extracting  the 
Upper  Zone  resources  by  future  massive  migrating  open  pit.   We 
agree  with  the  BLM  to  be  economically  viable,  the  pit  has  to 
originate  from  an  area  such  as  Tract  C-A  where  the  initial 
stripping  ratio  is  very  low  and  the  overburden  is  thin.   If  the 
open  pit  mining  is  confined  to  the  Upper  Zone  in  our  lease 
area,  the  approximate  stripping  ratio  is  in  the  range  of  1.7  to 
1.9  cubic  yards  of  waste  and  one  cubic  yard  of  resource. 
Depending  on  the  pit  configuration  and  total  boundaries  of  the 
pit  slopes,  the  resource  recovery  could  approach  about  9  0 
percent  of  the  norm. 

Our  last  concern  is  directed  to  page  183  under  the  heading 
"Water  Quality".   Part  of  paragraph  2  and  all  of  paragraph  3 
have  to  be  reconsidered.   In  order  to  save  time,  I'll  delete  my 
comments  on  paragraph  two  and  devote  my  commentary  on  para- 
graph three.   Paragraph  three  is:  "By  creating  voids  in  this 
zone  from  solution  mining,  associated  subsidence  and/or 
fracturing  of  this  area  may  cause  inter-mixing  of  aquifers  and 
degradation  of  the  lower  aquifer  which  contains  substantially 
higher  quality  water  than  the  resistivity  zone.   Increased 
communication  between  these  beds  could  decrease  water  quality 
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in  both  the  Piceance  Creek  and  Yellow  Creek."   Leaching  in  the 
Saline  Zone  will  produce  a  heavy  brine,  with  the  brine  having  a 
higher  specific  gravity  of  about  1.08  to  1.0  than  the  overlying 
aquifer  water  having  a  specific  gravity.   The,  heavier  brine 
cannot  migrate  upward,  even  if  a  subsidence  were  to  occur  in  a 
Saline  Zone.   Nor  can  the  brine  migrate  laterally  from  the 
solution  mine  cavity  since  the  permeability  of  the  intervening 
barrier  pillars  are  essentially  nil.   Even  if  some  of  the 
pillars  were  fractured,  any  sodium  bicarbonate  brine  entering 
the  fractures  will  cool  and  the  bicarb  crystals  will  form 
veinley  enclosures.   This  heating-cooling  phenomenon  isn't 
speculation,  for  in  our  solution  mining  operations,  this 
characteristic  is  a  constant  problem  but  is  also  the  key  in 
producing  sodium  bi-carbonate  from  nahcolite.   It  is  our 
opinion  the  the  BLM  should  re-evaluate  the  record  statement. 
To  reiterate,  even  if  the  Saline  Zone  in  our  lease  was  subject 
to  subsidence,  there  are  serious  doubts  as  to  the  possibility 
of  leakage  in  the  overlying  aquifer  because:  one,  the 
difference  of  specific  gravities  of  the  brine  versus  the 
aquifer  water;  two,  extremely  low  lateral  permeability  of  the 
barrier  pillars;  three,  rehealing  of  any  fractured  overlying 
halite  beds;  four,  precipitation  of  bicarb  from  cooling  brine 
solutions  from  crystal  enclosures  and  fractur.es;  and  five,  the 
dissolution  surface  in  our  lease  area  is  a  synclinal  basin  and 
will  serve  as  a  further  trap  for  heavy  brines.   Lowering  the 
dissolution  surface  through  subsidence  further  intensifies  this 
trapping  feature.   This  is  the  end  of  my  commentary.   I  have 
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some  other  things  that  are  minor  and  I'll  just  write  them  down. 
CURT  SMITH:   OK,  thank  you  Ed.   Connie  Albrecht. 
CONNIE  ALBRECHT:   My  name  is  Connie  Albrecht.   I'm  a  re- 
presentative of  "Friends  of  the  Earth"  and  I'll  be  making 
comments  tonight  on  that  organization's  behalf  and  our  detailed 
written  comments  will  be  submitted  at  a  later  date. 

Our  opinion  is  that  this  is  one  of  the  better  draft  RP's 
or  EIS's  which  we  have  reviewed.   However,  tnere  are  a  few 
problems  which  we'll  get  into.   Its  excellent  data  base  is  re- 
flected in  both  the  maps  and  the  narrative.   The  narrative  it- 
self is  relatively  well  written.   Overall,  Friends  of  the  Earth 
believes  the  draft  management  plan  is  a  good  base.   However, 
there  are  some  resource  values  and  decisions  which  influence 
the  preferred  alternative  to  the  point  where  we  don't  believe 
it  constitutes  a  balanced  approach  with  the  different 
resources.   So,  tonight  I'll  focus  my  comments  on  the  preferred 
alternatives. 

Number  one.  Friends  of  the  Earth  does  support  the 
inclusion  of  the  caring  capacity  concept  in  the  preferred  al- 
ternatives.  In  our  view,  the  BLM's  draft  RP  is  simply  using 
potential  restrictions  from  federal  and  state  agencies  as  the 
basis  for  a  type  of  cumulative  analysis  planning,  which  is 
generally  lacking  in  both  individual  agency  and  individual 
corporate  decisions.   So  I  think  the  BLM  is  looking  at  it  as  a 
multiple  resource  type  of  decision  making  and  caring  capacity 
approach  is  implemented  quickly  to  plan  leasing  and  not  the 
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kind  of  speculative  leaseholding  which  possibly  would  be  able 
to  develop  anyhow  due  to  the  environmental  restrictions  in  the 
future.   Therefore,  we  would  allow  for  orderly  development  of 
both  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources.   Additionally, 
Friends  of  the  Earth  support  some  of  the  other  guidelines  for 
leasing,  excluding  oil  shale  development  from  the  richest 
reserves  at  this  time,  is  common  sense,  given  the  juvenile 
state  of  oil  shale  technology.   Friends  of  the  Earth  has  the 
position  that  postponing  leasing,  future  leasing,  excuse  me, 
until  there  is  some  real  commercial  production  at  the  current 
proto-type  lease  tracts  also  makes  sense.   So  we  obviously 
support  the  preferred  alternative's  ideal  that  future  lease 
offerings  are  partially  based  on  the  success  of  existing  shale 
projects. 

We  do,  however,  have  problems  with  the  proposed  large 
acreage  devoted  to  oil  shale  in  general  and  open  pit  mining  in 
particular.   While  we  realize  that  other  resources  will  also  be 
considered  in  oil  shale  development  will  not  occur  in  every 
possible  acre,  co-existence  of  resources  may  not  always  be 
achievable,  since  some  types  of  development;  for  example,  open 
pit,  are,  pretty  much  exclude  the  preservation  of  the  usage  of 
other  resources.   Well,  Friends  of  the  Earth  would  like  to  see 
reduction  in  the  overall  acreage  devoted  to  oil  shale  priority 
use.   We  also  believe  that,  at  the  very  least,  the  BLM  should 
set  aside  the  Soldier  Creek,  South  Cathedral  Bluffs  and  North 
Cathedral  Bluffs  areas  as  special  management  areas  for  both 
preservation  and  baseline  values. 
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By  the  way,  I  noticed  in  a  couple  of  these  areas  that  the 
oil  shale  mining  claims  were  mentioned  as  possible  conflicts. 
1  find  this  a  little  bit  peculiar,  because  on  page  79  of  the 
Oil  Shale  Mining  Claims  are  described  as  more  or  less  off 
limits  in  terms  of  any  implementation  of  decisions  in  the 
alternatives.   However,  this  does  appear  to  be  applied 
selectively  as  one  of  the  South  Cathedral  Bluffs'  proposed  SMA 
cited  as  having  such  a  claim  as  a  conflict;  yet  this  type  of 
potential  conflict  is  not  consistently  listed  for  other  types 
of  uses  in  the  Basin.   Hence,  the  preferred  alternative  in  the 
Oil  Shale  section  needs  to  be  thoroughly  looked  at  in  terms  of 
a  true  balance  with  other  resources  and  the  rationale  for  this 
decision  needs  to  be  more  extensive  in  the  final  RHP. 

The  second  major  concern  we  have  is  BLrt's  decision  to 
carry  through  all  of  the  current  management  plans  and 
assessments  for  grazing,  forestry,  coal,  and  oil  and  gas.   Now, 
incorporating  these  plans  by  reference  is  not  sufficient 
analysis.   While  we  do  not  expect  you  to  totally  redo  the  plans 
for  this  resource,  we  suggest  the  following: 

a.  A  more  thorough  description  of  these  resource  plans, 
especially  regarding  the  number  and  extent  of  oil  and  gas 
leases  in  current  activity. 

b.  An  analysis  as  to  how  these  resource  plans  fit  into  an 
overall  picture  alternative,  alternative  by  alternative,  rather 
than  utilizing  the  same  acreage  reference  for  each  alternative 
for  the  different  resources  here  in  question. 

Balancing  and  adjustments  to  the  current  plans  and 
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assessments  possibly  need  to  be  done  depending  on  the  expected 
consequences  when  you  look  at  them  in  interaction  with  other 
resources  in  the  preferred  alternative.   In  other  words,  just 
keeping  everything  you  have  on  the  ground  now  and  following 
through  on  it  doesn't  make  for  a  very  balanced  RMP.   So  we 
suggest  the  following: 

-  Decreasing  the  acreage  prioritized  for  oil  shale,  coal, 
and  oil  and  gas  development,  assessing  realistically  and  making 
the  proper  adjustments  accordingly. 

-  Concerning  the  true  forage  competition  among  wildlife, 
domestic  grazing  and  wild  horses,  fine  tuning  for  the  purpose 
of  decreasing  conflicts  between  oil  shale  and  oil  and  gas 
development. 

-  Designating  most  or  all  of  the  proposed  special 
management  areas,  and  more  extensive  protection  for  the  water 
resources  of  the  Piceance  Basin. 

Now,  if  some  of  these  recommendations  aren't  incorporated, 
I  think  that  what  we'll  have  here  is  simply  a  combination  of 
maintaining  much  of  the  current  MFP  and  expanding  the  priority 
areas  for  oil  shale  over  into  the  final  RMP,  which  we  would 
find  quite  disappointing.   In  fact,  when  I  was  looking  at  the 
maps  and  summaries  I  was  struck  by  the  similarity  between  the 
current  management  plan  and  the  preferred  alternatives  in  many 
instances. 

So,  while  the  present  use  cannot  support  the  draft 
preferred  alternative  in  total,  neither  can  we  support  the 
wildlife  alternative  since  it  has  many  of  the  same  problems. 
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It  doesn't  say  In  the  wildlife  priority  area,  but  much  of  it 
can  still  be  marked  for  oil  shale.   The  wildlife  alternative 
also  entails  some  increased  forage  allocation  for  deer  and  elk 
herds,  yet  it  does  not  contain  any  commensurate  reductions  in 
grazing  AUMs  or  wild  horse  herds.   The  rationale  here  escapes 
me,  since  I  would  assume  that  in  at  least  some  parts  of  the 
Basin  there  might  be  intense  competition  for  forage. 

While  non-game  species,  rare  and  endangered  plants  and 
water  resources  are  given  more  analysis  in  the  wildlife 
alternative  than  in  some  of  the  other  alternatives,  we  were 
still  disappointed  at  the  narrowness  in  scope  of  the  wildlife 
alternative.   It  was  not  the  comprehensive  environmental 
protection  alternative  which  we  had  hoped  for.   Therefore,  it 
makes  it  a  little  difficult  to  evaluate  in  the  whole  RMP. 

Regarding  recreation  in  the  RMP,  Friends  of  the  Earth  Is 
appreciatiative  of  efforts  to  include  non-hunting  activities  in 
addition  to  the  known  hunting  resource  in  the  area  and,  because 
of  the  many  existing  roads,  we  know  that  restricting  all  ORV 
traffic  is  difficult,   But  we  do  favor  restrictions  and  in  some 
cases,  outright  exclusions  of  ORVs  and  all  the  proposed 
sensitive  SMAs  as  well  as  other  sensitive  sites.   We  support 
BLM's  proposed  diversification  for  recreation,  including  access 
to  the  White  River  for  water  recreation.   Furthermore,  the  BLM, 
we  believe,  should  recognize  varying  botanizing  photography  as 
recreational  activities  of  low  impact  with  needs  for 
management.   I  think  this  is  deemed  "nature  study"  in  the  RMP, 
Designations  of  the  SMAs  and  possible  visual  designation 
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of  the  Cathedral  Bluffs  with  some  limited  facilities  would 
expand  both  the  scientific  and  recreational  opportunities  in 
the  Piceance  Basin.   And,  as  recreational  needs  continue  to 
grow,  the  local  economy  needs  tourist  space  attracting  other 
kinds  of  visitors  to  the  Basin,  will  give  the  status  it 
deserves  as  a  unique  area  and  also  benefit  the  local  economy. 

Designation  of  all  or  most  of  the  proposed  SMAs  will  serve 
a  number  of  purposes  which  I  am  sure  you'll  be  hearing  about 
from  other  people.   But  suffice  it  to  say  that  once  these  rare 
and  endangered  plants  are  lost,  it's  irretrievable.  There's  no 
way  of  going  back. 

And,  frankly,  we  are  quite  puzzled  by  the  BLM's  resistance 
to  designation  of  these  SMAs,  since  the  BLM  contracts  for  the 
original  botanical  survey  and  since  in  many  cases  it  does 
appear  to  be  severe  conflicts  with  resource  development  such  as 
oil  shale.   In  fact,  we  have  noticed  a  similar  reluctance  in 
other  BLM  offices  to  incorporate  any  type  of  special 
designations  in  RMPs . 

A  couple  last  points  here.   We  do  agree  with  you  on  your 
treatment  of  utility  corridors.   We  like  to  approach 
designating  the  major  corridors  combined  with  the  criteria  for 
any  rooting  outside  of  those  designated  areas.   Although  I  did 
find  it  a  little  lacking  in  rationale  as  to  how  you  chose 
certain  corridors  for  inclusion.   We're  also  curious  how  the 
final  designated  corridors  will  be  administered  in  conjunction 
with  surrounding  BLM  areas  in  counties  where  the  Piceance 
corridors  will  cross  the  borders. 


10-73, 
41 


Lastly,  water  quality  and  quantity  are  not  entirely 
considered.   It  is  a  priority  resource,  which  we  believe  they 
are,  and  we  think  that  water  potential  was  short-changed  in 
terms  of  oil  shale  development.   We  are  currently  analyzing 
this  and  will  give  you  more  details  in  our  written  comments. 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  speak,  and  we  appreciate  the 
effort  you  put  into  this  and  we  hope  we  will  see  a  real 
balanced  product  in  the  final  document. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Connie.   Walter  Kelley. 

WALTER  KELLEY:   I'm  Walter  Kelley  from  Mesa  College  and 
I'm  a  botanist  and  plant  cytologist.   And  I  was  one  of  the  crew 
of  twelve  who  spent  the  summer  years  ago  in  the  Piceance  Basin 
under  BLM  contract  with  the  Nature  Conservancy  to  survey  the 
region  for  threatened  or  endangered  plants  and  unique  plant 
communities. 

The  preferred  alternative  doesn't,  I  don't  think,  reflect 
the  need  for  conservation  of  threatened  or  endangered  plants  in 
unique  plant  communities. 

The  wildlife  alternative,  if  you  notice,  these  green  areas 
are  the  special  management  areas,  33,000  acres,  3%  of  the  Basin 
that  we  asked  be  set  aside  and  managed  specially.   In  the 
preferred  alternative  there  are  no  green  areas.   I  believe 
there  are  160  acres  they  suggested. 

Those  of  you  who  have  seen  the  piceance  Basin  know  that  it 
is  a  pretty  hot  and  pretty  miserable,  overgrazed  and  desolate 
regions.   I  spent  quite  a  few  weeks  there  getting  back  to  Grand 
Junction  on  the  weekends  and  one  of  the  areas  I  got  into  was 
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off  this  Cathedral  Bluffs.   I  was  one  of  the  first  ones  to  get 
into  the  South  Cathedral  Bluffs.   It  took  us  six  hours  to  go  a 
mile  and  a  half,  because  vegetation  was  so  dense  and  there  were 
so  many  waterfalls  and  there  were  so  many  threatened  and 
endangered  plant  species;  and  we  had  to  map  every  one  of  them 
and  take  photographs  for  BLM.   It  took  us  six  hours  to  go  a 
mile  and  a  half.   It's  a  unique  area;  I've  never  seen  anything 
like  it  in  the  Piceance  Basin  or  in  Colorado.   And  I  think  it 
needs  to  be  specially  managed  as  to  the  other  areas. 

The  preferred  alternative  doesn't  give  a  strong  enough 
classification  of  those  regions  to  thoroughly  protect  them. 
The  wildlife  alternative  would  be  better  for  protecting  the 
plants  and  the  unique  vegetation  in  the  area.   Asking  for  3%  to 
be  set  aside,  I  don't  think  is  asking  for  too  much. 

The  other  thing,  just  to  conclude  -  one  might  ask,  of 
course  as  a  botanist,  I  want  to  protect  the  plants,  but  for 
public  interest,  what's  in  it  for  the  public  to  protect  these 
plants?   Part  of  this  has  to  do  with  our  lack  of  knowledge.   We 
use  wild  and  native  plants  to  breed  resistance  into  our  crops 
and  we  use  wild  and  native  plants  for  our  drugs;  quinine, 
digitalis,  atrophine,  aspirin;  all  come  from  native  plants. 
We've  only  looked  at  5%  of  the  native  plants  with  respect  to 
alkaline  content. 

So  I  think  it's  in  the  public  interest  to  conserve  these 
plants,  and  the  best  way  to  conserve  them  is  through  special 
management  areas. 

The  other  thing  I  was  going  to  mention  also  is,  most  of 
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the  Basin  is  over-grazed  and  these  areas  haven't  been  too 
badly,  and  are  quite  unique  in  that  respect. 
I  think  that's  it  for  my  comments. 

CURT  SMITH:   Walt,  which  area  were  you  referencing  when 
you  said  .  .  . 

WALT  KELLEY:   South  Cathedral. 

CURT  SMITH:   Okay,  thank  you.   Lonnie  Renner. 
LONNIE  RENNER:   My  name  is  Lonnie  Renner  and  I'm 
representing  myself.   First  off,  let  me  congratulate  you 
gentlemen  on  what  appears  to  be  a  "good  faith"  effort  in 
accomodating  a  lot  of  different  competing  interests  in  this 
document.   However,  I  am  a  biologist  and  I  have  to  say,  as  a 
biologist  I'm  with  Dr.  Kelley.   And  he's  covered  most  of  the 
points  I  wish  to  cover  so  in  the  interest  of  brevity  just  let 
me  say  that  I  am  somewhat  disappointed  that  the  emphasis  on 
resource  development  tends  to  overshadow  the  preservation  of 
certain  native  floral  and  fauna  populations;  and  I'm 
disappointed  that  the  preferred  alternative  gives  practically 
no  protection  to  the  rare  and  endangered  plants  identified  in 
the  1982  inventory.   So,  therefore,  I  think  I  would  ask  at  the 
very  least  that  you  consider  special  management  designations 
for  all  twenty  of  the  sites  listed  here  in  the  inventory.   As 
it  was  pointed  out,  it  is  less  than  3%  of  the  total.   I  really 
don't  think  that's  too  large  an  investment  to  make  in  our 
future. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Lonnie.   Jeanne  Hemphill. 

JEANNE  HEMPHILL:   My  name  is  Jeanne  Hemphill.   I  live  and 
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work  here  in  Grand  Junction.   I'm  here  tonight  as  the 
conservation  chair  for  the  local  chapter  of  the  Audubon 
Society.   We  have  members  throughout  the  counties  of  Western 
Colorado.   Just  before  I  came  here  tonight  I  got  a  phone  call 
from  Lynn  Cudlop  in  Minneapolis,  mentioning  the  fact  that  there 
are  also  people  in  other  states  who  are  concerned  about  the 
future  of  piceance  Basin. 

The  Audubon  Society  of  Western  Colorado  wishes  to  submit 
the  following  comments  to  the  records  of  the  piceance  Basin 
Resource  Management  Plan  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Although  the  National  Audubon  Society  was  originally  founded  to 
protect  certain  birds,  today  members  are  concerned  not  only 
with  plants  and  animal  species  but  also  whole  and  equal  systems 
for  habitat,  clean  air  and  water.   We  also  recognize  the  value 
of  research  and  preservation  of  research  natural  areas. 
Therefore,  it  follows  that  our  chapter  supports  protection  of 
Piceance  Basin  wildlife,  including  the  large  migratory  deer 
herds.  We  also  support  designation  of  all  twenty  rare  plant 
locales  recommended  by  the  Nature  Conservancy. 

We  feel  that  the  unique  species  in  association,  as 
revealed  by  the  extensive  botanical  inventory,  should  be 
recognized  and  protected.   The  Green  River  formation,  which 
holds  oil  shale,  has  also  created  unique  vegetation.   We  ask 
why  have  the  eight  recommended  sites  have  been  dropped. 

We  are  also  concerned  with  the  protection  of  the  Piceance 
Basin  aquifer  in  an  unusually  large  ground  water  reservoir.   In 
the  event  of  any  development  we  urge  that  all  measures  be  taken 
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to  ensure  that  this  reservoir  remain  uncontaminated .   Tne 
importance  of  good  potential  water  supplies  in  the  West  cannot 
be  overstated. 

Although  it  may  be  expected  that  an  Audubon  chapter  would 
support  a  wildlife  alternative,  we  recognize  it  is  not  unlikely 
that  the  preferred  alternative  will  be  adopted.   In  this  event, 
we  hope  to  see  incorporated  into  the  preferred  alternative  the 
wildlife  protection  of  the  wildlife  alternative.   We  applaud 
the  use  of  the  caring  capacity  concept  in  analyzing  the 
streams.   One  of  our  great  concerns  for  the  Piceance  Basin  is 
reclamation  of  disturbed  areas.  We  feel  that  this  problem 
should  be  weighed  heavily  when  examining  the  full  development 
picture  of  the  area. 

In  conclusion,  we  urge  that  all  decisions  evolving  from 
this  planning  process  for  the  Piceance  Basin  be  based  on  sound, 
ecological  principles  and  the  good  of  the  public  as  a  whole. 
The  value  of  public  lands  is  enormous  and  diverse.   Traditional 
dominant  uses  of  public  lands  are  being  reevaluated  in  light  of 
new  understanding  of  resource  interrelationships,  scientific 
research  and  public  awareness  and  demand.   We  hope  to  see  these 
reflected  in  this  plan,  and  we  look  forward  to  its  progress. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Jeanne.   Dick  Pond. 

DICK  POND:   Now,  does  this  mean  we  have  to  resubmit  these 
or  is  this  written  down? 

CURT  SMITH:   This  is  fine.   You  bet. 

DICK  POND:   My  name  is  Dick  Pond.   I'm  a  Mesa  County 


-23- 


Si 


Commissioner  and  I'm  also  acting  chairman  of  the  Associated 
Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado.   And  in  the  event  that  some 
of  you  here  don't  know  what  the  Associated  Governments  are  and 
who  they  represent,  they  represent  the  counties  of  Moffat,  Rio 
Blanco,  Garfield  and  Mesa.   And  let  me  just  say  this.   You  all 
know  what  an  expert  is,  don't  you?   X  made  this  up  myself.   An 
expert  is  a  county  commissioner  making  a  speech  and  the  other 
two  county  commissiners  aren't  here.   So  that's  tne  position 
I'm  in  tonight. 

But  anyway,  let  me  get  on  with  this.   We  just  have  some 
brief  comments  here  and  we  want  to  congratulate  the  BLM  on  the 
fine  work  they've  done  and  the  comments  the  other  people  have 
made.   And  I'll  just  briefly  read  you  these: 

"The  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado  commend 
the  BLM  Director,  Bob  Burford,  and  his  staff  team  in  Colorado 
for  the  thorough  process  utilized  in  preparation  of  the 
Piceance  Basin  RMP.   We  believe  the  public  process  utilized 
fully  complies  with  both  the  letter  and  intent  of  the  Federal 
Land  Planning  and  Management  Act,  which  sets  forth  the 
requirements  for  BLM  planning  and  consultation.   We 
specifically  appreciate  the  meetings  that  have  been  held  with 
local  officials  and  the  workshop  the  BLM  had  up  at  Redstone. 

Oust  last  year  this  Association  joined  the  Governor, 
industry  and  environmental  representatives  urging  the 
completion  of  this  plan  before  any  permanent  leasing  of  oil 
shale  resources  takes  place.   This  was  a  "unique"  consensus 
that  regulations  initiating  a  permanent  leasing  program  be 
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withdrawn  until  planning  could  be  accomplished. 

This  Association  would  like  to  comment  on  the  following 
specific  portions  of  the  RMP:   First  of  all,  the  support  for 
the  reference  to  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group.   We  are 
pleased  that  the  BLM  has  attempted  to  utilize  the  draft 
proposal  of  the  Oil  Shale  Joint  Working  Group.   That  group  had 
made  a  serious  attempt  to  reach  a  consensus  of  diverse 
interests  on  oil  shale  leasing  legislation.   Unfortunately,  the 
Joint  Working  Group  disbanded  without  a  final  product  so  the 
specific  language  on  page  20  needs  to  be  amended. 

The  second  item  we  wish  to  discuss  is  the  support  for  the 
Carrying  Capacity  Concept.   This  Association  supports  the 
provision  in  the  preferred  alternative  described  on  page  214 
entitled  "Carrying  Capacity."   We  belive  this  principal  will 
allow  BLM  to  help  local  governments  accomodate  the  consequences 
of  growth. 

This  concept  will  be  an  improvement  over  and  compatible 
with  the  so-called  "multi-use"  concept.   It  will  allow  BLM  to 
schedule  leasing  in  such  a  manner  to  help  minimize  future  booms 
and  busts." 

The  third  item  that  I  want  to  talk  about  is  the  support 
for  the  Committed  Mitigation  Provision,  and  I  think  this  is  the 
heart  and  soul  of  what  we're  trying  to  put  forth  here  with  our 
Association.   This  Association  supports  the  specific  language 
on  page  215  that  states: 

'In  an  effort  to  help  predict  and  mitigate  socio-ecomomic 

impacts  resulting  from  oil  shale  development,  BLM  shall 
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CURT  SMITH:   Okay.   Did  we  have  any  others  sign  in, 
George,  to  comment?   Okay.   Sharyl  Kinnear. 

SHARYL  KINNEAR:   My  name  is  Sharyl  Kinnear  and  I  would 
like  to  say,  first  of  all,  there's  something  about  standing  up 
in  a  group  that  makes  my  knees  shake  and  my  voice  shake,  too. 
It  would  be  a  lot  more  pleasant  if  we  could  just  sit  around  a 
table  and  talk.   That's  my  comment. 

I'm  a  resident  of  Grand  Junction  and  I  have  an  interest  in 
the  BLM  plannng  for  a  long  time.   And  as  such,  I  am  now  the 
coordinator  of  Colorado's  Adopt  a  3LM  .i-Say    Program.   I  realize 
there  aren't  any  W-Say's  included  in  tnis  RMP  but  I  still  have 
some  concerns  I  would  like  to  express  and  I'll  be  really  brief 
tonight;  and  I'd  like  to  submit  more  extensive  written  comments 
at  a  later  date. 

To  begin  with,  I'm  really  pleased  with  the  approach  that 
the  planning  team  took  with  this  RMP.   It  seems  to  me  that  they 
listened  to  a  lot  of  diverse  interests  and  as  a  result  of  that, 
I  think  a  lot  of  really  innovative  things  came  out  of  this 
plan.   One  concept  that  I  particularly  am  pleased  with  is  the 
carrying  capacity  concept.   My  reasons  for  that  are  that  I  earn 
my  living  in  the  medical  field  and  the  quality  of  life  to  me  is 
very  important  no  matter  what  the  cost.   And  the  idea  that  no 
oil  shale  leasing  will  occur  if  air  and  water  quality  standards 
are  exceeded  appeals  to  me.   I  can't  stress  enough  that  quality 
of  life  is  very  important  to  me. 

Another  concept  that  I  am  pleased  with  that's  in  the 
preferred  alternative  is  that  they  plan  for  utility  corridors. 
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and  I  think  that  will  help  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts  on 
other  resources  and  I'm  really  pleased  to  see  that. 

Also,  I'm  pleased  to  see  that  in  a  region  where  oil  shale 
resources  are  very  rich,  the  BLM  in  their  preferred  alternative 
has  decided  to  kind  of  keep  those  resources  on  hold  until 
technology  has  improved  to  gather  that  oil  shale. 

A  couple  of  things  I'm  concerned  about  and  disappointed 
about  are  that  they  have  increased  the  number  of  open  pit  oil 
shale  mines  in  the  preferred  alternative.   Again,  that  botners 
me  for  aesthetic  reasons  but  also  the  adverse  impact  that  might 
have  on  other  co-existing  resources. 

I'm  also  a  little  concerned  that  oil  and  gas  operators  are 
only  voluntarily  asked  to  submit  five-year  development  plans 
and  it's  not  a  mandatory  thing.   That  concerns  me  and  I  would 
like  to  hear  more  from  the  oil  and  gas  industry  on  that  idea. 

Also,  I'm  very  concerned  that  essentially  there's  no 
recommendations  for  special  management  areas  for  several  plants 
that  were  found  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  to  be  rare;  and  I 
believe  they  are  rare  and  not  threatened  or  endangered,  is  that 
correct? 

I  would  imagine  that  there  are  quite  a  few  people  in  this 
room  tonight  that  in  the  back  of  their  minds  are  wondering  what 
all  this  fuss  is  about  for  a  bunch  of  dumb  plants.   I  think  we 
have  had  some  speakers  here  tonight  that  have  had  very  good 
reasons  for  protecting  these  plants,  and  I  can't  stress  enough 
my  opinion  that  human  beings  are  just  a  small  part  of  the 
larger  eco-system.   Anyone  that  has  had  a  ninth  grade  biology 
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class  knows  that  that  eco-system  in  part  is  linked  and  if  you 
destroy  one  of  those  links  you're  going  to  see  that  there  are 
ramifications  further  down  the  road.   One  example  that  comes  to 
mind  off  the  top  of  my  head  right  now  is  that  timber  production 
has  increased  so  much  in  our  rain  forests  that  we  have  actually 
altered  weather  patterns  because  of  that. 

Basically,  I  would  just  like  to  end  my  comments  there. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you,  Sharyl .   Sherry  Shenk. 

SHERRY  SHENK:   My  name  is  Sherry  Shenk  and  I'm 
representing  myself.   I  would  like  to  make  the  following 
comments  about  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  that  the  Basin  was  evaluated  as  a 
whole  unit.   The  impacts  that  are  brought  on  by  the  development 
of  oil  shale  industry  affect  the  whole  of  the  Piceance  Basin 
and  I  appreciate  the  recognition  given  to  this  impact. 

The  RMP  establishes  a  designated  utility  corridor  before 
the  development  occurs,  and  I  think  this  is  a  very 
forward-looking  plan  on  the  part  of  the  BLM  to  reduce  the 
haphazard  development  that  could  occur  with  the  development  of 
the  utililty  corridors. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  that  the  RMP  limits  the  number  of 
future  oil  shale  leases  while  the  industry  improves  the 
technology  necessary  to  develop  the  oil  shale  industry.   I  also 
greatly  appreciated  seeing  the  concept  of  carrying  capacity  of 
the  environment  implied  to  determining  where  leases  should 
occur. 

I  was  disappointed  to  see  that  such  a  large  amount  of  land 
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was  allocated  for  oil  shale  development.   The  proposed  plan 
allows  at  least  two  or  three  more  open  pit  mines;  and  even 
though  there  appears  to  be  provisions  for  reclamation  of  the 
land  after  the  pit  is  exhausted,  at  the  present  time  we  don't 
know  how  to  reclaim  the  type  of  desert  land  that  is  involved 
without  using  large  quantities  of  top  soil  and  water. 

The  RMP  does  not  attempt  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  oil 
and  gas  development.   The  BLM  has  proposed  a  voluntary  program 
for  oil  and  gas  lessees  in  an  attempt  to  limit  road  development 
and  then  they  later  admit  that  such  a  program  would  be 
ineffective. 

My  greatest  disappointment  was  seeing  the  lack  of  concern 
the  BLM  exhibits  for  the  protection  of  the  rare  plant  species. 
The  botanical  inventory  of  the  Piceance  Basin  recommended  a 
minimum  of  twenty  sites  for  designation  as  special  management 
areas,  yet  the  RMP  only  gives  protection  to  5%  of  one  of  the 
original  twenty  areas. 

I  feel  that  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  and  the 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  has  many  interested  individuals 
who  have  tried  to  work  with  the  BLM  to  achieve  a  feasible 
system  for  plant  protection,  but  the  BLM  has  ignored  this  input 
and  has  chosen  to  show  no  concern  for  the  plant  protection. 

I  suggest  that  the  BLM  set  aside  all  twenty  sites  as 
special  management  areas.  And  I  thank  you  for  letting  me 
talk. 

CURT  SMITH:   Thank  you.  Sherry.   Okay.   Are  there  any 
others  at  this  time  who  would  like  to  make  a  formal  comment? 
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the  room.   And  hopefully,  the  Court  Reporter  will  be  able  to 
hear  you.    If  she  isn't  able  to  get  your  comments,  we'll  signal 
you  to  please  come  forward  so  she  can  hear  you  because  it  is 
important  that  she  get  all  your  comments  down,  because  we  don't 
have  the  greatest  memories  in  the  world. 

I'd  like  you,  at  the  beginning,  to  stand  up  and 
state  your  name  and  who  you  represent,  if  you're  representing 
an  organization.   And  I  also  will  apologize  in  advance  for 
mispronouncing  names  in  case  I  do. 

John  Donnell? 

MR.  JOHN  DONNELL i    Well,  to  begin  with,  I'll 
correct  your  pronounciation. 

MS.  TAYLORs    I  thought  yours  was  one  of  the  easy 
ones. 

MR.  DONNELL i    No,  it's  the  accent  on  the  last 
syllable. 

I  would  like  to  speak  in  behalf  of  myself  and 
hopefully  at  least  a  segment  of  industry.   Unfortunately,  I 
think  the  BLM  is  reviewing  this  particular  tract  of  Federal 
land  that  they  manage  as  they  do  all  of  their  Federal  lands. 
And  this  isn't  quite  right  because  this  is  unique,  not  only  in 
the  United  States,  but  all  over  the  world.   Nowhere  do  you 
have  an  energy  resource  of  this  size  in  this  limited  area. 

You  have  about  2  trillion  barrels  of  oil  in  a 
1500-square-mile  area.   Now,  I'm  including  part  of  the  Basin 


FEDERAL    REPORTING    SERVICE    INC. 

DENVER,  COLORADO 


1 
z 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

5  It 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
IS 


12 


that  you  don't  show  here.   But  that  comes  to  just  about  maybe 
an  average  of  about  2  million  barrels  per  acre.    And  in 
developing  this  plan,  I  think  you're  equating  oil  shale  on  an 
equal  level  with  all  of  the  other,  both  surface  and  sub-surface, 
elements  in  the  Piceance  Basin, 

Not  only  do  you  have  the  resource  of  oil  shale 
itself,  but  you  do  also  have  in  the  oil  shale  other  commodities 
like  nacolite  and  dawsonite,  29  billion  tons  of  nacolite  and 
19  billion  tons  of  dawsonite. 

I  think  that  you  should  do  everything  you  can  in 
this  plan  to  make  it  easy  for  the  development  of  the  resource, 
and  I  might  make  some  suggestions  with  respect  to  that. 

One  is  to  clear  up  some  of  the  land  situation.   If 
I  may  --  you  say  stay  at  your  chair,  but  I'd  like  to  come 
f orward. 

MS.  TAYLOR i    Go  ahead. 

MR.  DONNELLt  Look  at  this  map,  I  assume  this 
is  the  one  you're  going  to  adopt  if  —  all  other  things  being 
equal . 

MR.  SINGLAUBi   That's  what  we're  proposing,  right. 

MR.  DONNELLi  But  the  land  situation  is  clear  on 
this  because  you  have  that  nice  red  background  with  the  other 
colors  in  the  minority. 

You  might  note  that  there  are  a  lot  of  tracts  of 
private  lands  interspersed  in  the  Federal  land  ownership  in  the 
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northern  part  of  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin.   These  homesteads 
that  have  been  acquired  by  industry. 

Now,  in  my  mind,  you  can't  manage  the  land  effective!^ 
with  all  of  these  little  tracts  of  land  here.   And  I  see  no 
reason  why  you  can't  effect  a  land  exchange  and  consolidate 
holdings.   Let  industry  consolidate  some  of  their  blocks  of 
land  that  they  can't  do  with  just  these  little  stringers  of 
land.    And  in  turn,  this  will  open  up  a  lot  more  land  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  manage,  sort  of  in  an  unrestricted  way. 

Right  now  you  have  Piceance  Creek  Basin's  divided  in 
two  main  portions,    One,  the  lands. east  of  Piceance  Creek  itself 
and  two,  the  lands  to  the  west,    In  addition  to  that,  you  do 
have  other  segments,  other  blocks  that  are  separated  by  the 
private  lands  along  Yellow  Creek,  Ryan  Creek,  Black  Sulfur, 
Stewart  Gulch,  all  of  those  private  holdings. 

Two,  on  your  map  it's  a  little  bit  misleading 
because  you  do  show  the  unpatented  mining  claims  as  Federal 
lands.   True,  they  are  Federal  lands,  but  a  good  many  of  them 
are  in  litigation  and  there  is  a  cloud  on  the  title. 

And  I  think,  whichever  way  it  goes,  whether  it  goes 
for  the  Federal  Government  ultimately  or  to  industry,  I  think 
you  should  make  every  effort  to  clarify  that,  to  get  rid  of 

that  cloud. 

Now,  I'd  like  to  know  from  someone  who's  been 
working  on  your  surface  mining  versus  underground  mining  patterns 
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on  the  map,  what  criteria  you  used  for  surface  mining  areas? 
One,  what  value  shale,  what  thickness  shale?    Two,  what  is 
the  maximum  overburden  you  consider  for  surface  raining?  Three, 
what  waste-to-ore  ratio  do  you  consider? 

Some  things  that  come  to  mind  just  looking  at  the 
map  here,  you  don't  have  your  township  and  range  lines  drawn 
completely  across,  but  — 

MR.  SINGLAUB:    We've  cut  them  up  here,  if  you'd 
like  to  use  this  one. 

MR.  DONHELLs    Yeah,  I  see  that,  but  I  have  to  use 
the  pattern  for  surface  mining  to  point  it  out.    And  I  have 
some  of  these  lines  kinds  of  etched  on  my  brain  anyway. 

This  is  the  divide  between  two  forks  --  right  here, 
here  is  the  divide  between  two  forks  of  Duck  Creek  and 
admittedly,  there's  more  overburden  than  there  is  in  the 
drainages  of  Duck  Creek,  but  that  overburden  doesn't  get  much 
more  than  400  feet,  which  isn't  any  more  than  --  to  400  feet 
average  down  here  on  Tract  Ca. 

And  on  this  area  right  in  here,  this  is  the  area 
just  adjacent  to  Big  Duck  Creek  where  you  have  the  Mahogany 
Zone  outcropping.    And  again,  although  this  is  a  ridge,  I 
doubt  if  that  ridge  gets  higher  than  600  feet  above  the  Mahogany 
And  when  you're  talking  about  a  thickness  of  oil  shale  that's 
600  to  700  feet  thick,  that  might  very  well  be  amenable  to 
surface  mining. 
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So  in  general,  this  pattern  is  good,  because  this 
is  the  area  basically  that  is  most  amenable  to  surface  mining. 
But  I  think  you  can  probably  spend  a  little  bit  more  time 
studying  the  details  and  come  up  with  some  parameters,  definite 
paramenters  to  define  your  surface  mining. 

MS.  TAYLOR:     I  hate  to  totally  cut  you  off  -- 

MR.  DONNELL:    I'm  through. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    And  we'd  be  glad  to  talk  with  you 
after  the  meeting  on  those  questions  that  you  have. 

MR.  DONNELL:    Okay. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you.    I'd  like  to  call  on 
Gary  Brenner. 

MR.  BRENNER:    If  you  don't  mind,  I'd  also  like  to 


use  the  map. 


MR.  SINGLAUB: 
MR.  BRENNER: 


Sure i  that's  great. 
'm  Gary  Brenner  with  the  Indian 
Peaks  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club,  which  is  a  group  that's  based 
in  Boulder  County  with  1700  members. 

I'd  also  like  to  start  with  these  two  maps.    In 
your  report,  you  say  that  you  did  not  consider  any  unreasonable 
alternative,  so  I  presume  that  this  is  --  this  being  called  the 
oil  shale  alternative  --  this  is  all  the  reasonable  oil  shale 
that  you  could  include. 

Now,  if  we  were  to  trace  this  oil  shale  pattern  -- 
roughly  this  pattern  —  over  here  in  your  preferred  alternative, 
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you  come  out  something  like  this  (indicating).    Sow,  the  only 
places  here  that  we  don't  have  oil  shale  that  we  have  oil  shale 
over  here,  are  essentially  three  regions.    This  one,  this  one 
and  this  one  (indicating).    In  these  two,  you're  going  to  go 
to  oil  and  gas,  which  is  another  energy-development  use.    And 
this  one,  you're  going  to  devote  to  oil  shale  but  at  a  later 
date.     So  it  looks  to  me  as  though  these  maps  are  very,  very 
similar  --  a  little  bit  too  similar  to  say  that  they  are 
distinct  alternatives. 

Now,  there's  another  way  to  go  at  this  analysis 
and  that  is  to  use  your  short  chart  which  is  in  the  front  part 
of  Section  2  of  your  RMP .    Now,  I  shortened  your  chart  still 
shorter  and  what  I  did  was  I  considered  the  wildlife  alternative 
the  oil  shale  alternative,  and  the  preferred  alternative  and 
I  looked  at  both  of  them  for  wildlife  and  oil  shale. 

How,  in  the  wildlife  alternative,  43  percent  of  the 
land  is  wildlife,  1  percent  is  oil  shale  --  I'm  sorry,  I  have 
that  backwards. 

In  the  wildlife  alternative,  43  percent  is  wildlife; 
7.3  percent  is  oil  shale.    In  the  oil  shale  alternative, 
1  percent  is  wildlife  and  62.1  percent  is  oil  shale.    In  the 
preferred  alternative,  11  percent  is  wildlife.    Okay,  so  what 
that  means  is  the  preferred  alternative  has  a  quarter  of  the 
wildlife  as  the  wildlife  alternative,  okay? 

Now,  in  the  preferred  alternative,  you  have  34.4 
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percent  of  oil  shale  --  that  is  if  you  add  the  three  categories 
—  versus  62  percent  of  oil  shale  in  the  oil  shale  alternative, 
which  is  over  50  percent.     So  what  I'm  saying  is,  this  plan 
has  50  percent  of  the  oil  shale  as  this  plan  (indicating),  but 
it  only  has  25  percent  of  the  wildlife  of  the  wildlife  plan. 
So  there  seems  to  be  an  imbalance  there. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  concept  of  carrying  capacity 
I  think  is  a  new  and  interesting  concept  and  I  was  very  happy 
to  see  it  included  in  the  plan.    There  is  one  problem  with  the 
way  it  was  presented  and  that  is  that  it's  very  limited  in  the 
threshold  and  target  areas. 

For  example,  in  the  air  quality  thresholds,  you  are 
looking  at  SOj  and  particulates  solely.    Now,  elswhere  in  your 
report  you  say  that  the  "air  resource  management  program  should 
limit  air  quality  degradation  by  assuring   the  public  land-use 
activities  comply  with  local,  state  and  federal  laws." 

So  in  other  words,  what  you  seem  to  be  saying  is 
that  the  thresholds  should  be  set  up  so  that  they  will  comply 
with  the  laws.    That  sounds  like  a  reasonable  policy.    Well 
the  laws  are  changing.    At  this  moment  there  are  laws  in 
Congress  to  increase  the  substances  that  are  regulated  under 
the  Clean  Air  Act   and  some  of  these  substances  are  going  to  be 
associated  with  oil  shale. 

So  I  think  --  I  don't  have  the  language  to  give  you 
today.    Maybe  I  can  draft  it  and  send  it.    I  think  that  you 
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should  be  a  little  more  flexible  and  say  that  "as  new  substances 
are  identified  as  important  substances  for  clean  air,  they  will 
be  added  as  threshold  substances." 

Then  there's  the  conflict  with  the  endangered  plant 
species.    My  understanding  is  that  you're  only  planning  on 
leasing  15,000  acres  in  the  next  10-year  period. 

MR.  SIHGLAUB:    That  was  an  assumption  for  analysis. 

MR.  BRENNER:    Oh,  that  was  just  an  assumption? 

MR.  SINGLAUB:    Yes. 

MR.  BRENNER:    Okay;  well,  let's  just  carry  that 
assumption.    If  you're  leasing  15,000  acres  out  of  600,000  that 
you  manage,  then  surely  you  can  set  aside  33,000  to  protect 
these  endangered  plants,     I  understand  that  some  of  them 
occur  nowhere  else  on  earth.    And  I  also  understand  that  some 
of  them,  interestingly  enough,  thrive  on  oil  shale.    So  this 
might  be  a  good  mascot  for  the  industry  and  maybe  they  would 
be  interested  in  having  these  plants  survive. 

They  might  also  help  reclaim  the  land  after  this 
mining  has  taken  place. 

Okay;  that's  what  I  had  to  say.    Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR;    Thank  you  very  much,  Gary. 
Brad  Van  Gosen? 

MR.  VAN  GOSEN:    Very  good.    I'm  Brad  Van  Gosen 
and  also  from  the  Indian  Peaks  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club. 

I  wanted  to  address  something  that  the  plan  leaves 
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out,  and  that  is  that  you  do  not  require  oil  and  gas  operators 
to  submit  five-year  development  plans.    You've  suggested  that 
it  be  a  voluntary  program,  which  the  plan  itself  admits  is 
ineffective. 

The  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  suggests  that  the 
five-year  development  plans  would  reduce  gross  mileage  by  25 
percent,  pipelines  by  35  percent,  eliminating  a  lot  of  waste  in 
terms  of  roads  that  are  put  in  and  pipelines  and  I'd  like  the 
plan  to  include  these  five-year  development  plans  or  something 
similar  so  there's  a  little  more  planning  by  the  oil  and  gas 
operators  before  they're  allowed  to  go  in  and  do  what  they  have 
to  do. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  Brad.    Sue  Martin? 

MS.  MARTIN;    I'm  Sue  Martin.   I  would  like  to 
speak  on  behalf  of  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society.    I  have 
a  rather  lengthy  statement  which  we  have  prepared  and  which  is 
inevitably  going  to  run  over  my  allotted  time.    I  do  have  a 
prepared  copy  which  I  would  like  to  submit,  so  your  Reporter  does 
not  to  have  to  take  notes  and  I  will  abstract  as  I  can.    I'm 
still  probably  going  to  run  over  and  I  apologize  for  that. 

Our  remarks  on  behalf  of  the  Society  will  focus 
mainly  on  our  plant-related  provisions  because  of  our  limited 
time,  and  specifically  with  the  points  of  disagreement  with 
provisions  of  the  preferred  alternative,  but  we  wish  to  comment 
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quickly  on  a  few  other  elements  of  the  RHP. 

First,  we  do  recognize  and  appreciate  the  effort  put 
into  the  preparation  of  the  plan.    We  commend  the  inclusion 
of  the  carrying  capacity  concept  with  regard  to  all  forms  of 
land  use  in  the  Basin. 

We  approve  of  the  provisions  to  minimize  the 
degradation  of  air  quality  and  we  hope  funds  can  be  provided  to 
begin  immediate  baseline  assessment  of  air  quality  which  is  so 
badly  needed. 

It  is  encouraging  that  future  oil  shale  leases  are 
to  be  controlled  and  dependent  upon  proven  feasibility  of  present 
projects.    In  addition,  we  favor  no  new  open-pit  mines  and  no 
new  off- tract  disposal. 

We  would  like  to  see  more  careful  consideration  of 
non-destructive,  non-motorized  recreational  opportunity  in  the 
planning  area,  and  we  wish  to  point  out  that  many  of  the  special 
management  area  sites  we  will  be  supporting  in  subsequent 
comments  could  also  function  for  such  purposes. 

The  designation  of  priority  utility  corridors  is  a 
commendable  feature  of  this  plan  and  we  find  this  in  contras  t  to 
the  preferred  alternative's  deplorable  plan  to  allow  unlimited 
proliferation  of  roads.    We  belive  it  is  important  to  require 
five-year  development  plans,  as  proposed  in  the  wildlife 
alternative. 

Now,  with  respect  to  rare  plants  and  remnant 
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vegetation  associations,  our  focus,  the  Colorado  Native  Plant 
Society  considers  the  preferred  alternative's  provisions 
absolutely  unacceptable.    We  will  file  a  detailed  written 
response  to  the  RHP  which  will  contain  a  full  exploration  of  our 
objections  and  specific  recommendations  for  provisions  to  be 
included  in  the  RHP.    In  our  limited  time  here,  I'll  just  touch 
on  a  few  points. 

We  will  leave  aside-  the  fact  that  eight  of  the 
twenty  of  the  proposed  special  management  areas  as  a  result  of 
the  1982  Botanical  Inventory  were  not  even  considered.    We 
have  already  responded  with  a  written  request  for  reconsideration 
of  that  decision,  which  we  believe  to  be  unsupported  by  the 
facts. 

Of  the  twelve  proposed  SHAs  considered,  all  twelve 
are  included  and  would  be  so  designated  under  the  wildlife 
alternative.    The  are  the  chartreuse-green  areas  shown  here 
(indicating).    Three  "high-priority  SHAs"  would  be  designated 
under  the  oil  and  gas  alternative.   But  in  the  preferred 
alternative,  only  160  acres  --  a  tiny  portion  of  one  of  the 
twenty  proposed  sites  --  is  recommended  for  designation.    This 
is  an  ACEC. 

The  RHP  makes  an  exceptional  effort  to  put  a  good 
face  on  this  proposal,  declaring  "The  unique  characteristic  of 
this  SMA  is  that  one  of  the  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species 
present  is  dependent  upon  an  adequate  water  supply  which  is 
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available  within  this  relatively  undisturbed  watershed.    A 
boundary  realignment  was  made  to  facilitate  potential  oil  and 
gas  operations  and  rangeland  projects,  yet  retain  the  critical 
habitat  area  for  sustaining  the   rare  and  sensitive  plants 
present . " 

Now,  what's  wrong  with  this?   First,  the  boundary 
realignment,  so  glibly  mentioned,  consists  of  reducing  a  3100- 
acre  proposed  site  to  loO  acres.    This  is  5  percent  of  the 
original  site.    That  is  not  boundary  realignment;  that  is 
emasculation. 

The  rare  plant  species  the  --  secondly,  the  rare 
plant  species  the  RH?  statement  describes  as  being  dependent 
upon  an  adequate  water  supply  is  Sullivantia  purpusii.    As 
nearly  as  we  can  tell  from  the  preferred  alternative  map,  this 
plant  is  not  even  found  on  the  reduced,  emasuclated  160-acre 
site. 

Thirdly,  the  proposed  Soldier  Creek  site  was  rated 
No.  16  out  of  20  on  the  Botanical  Inventory's  order  of  priorty 
list.    And  so  we  ask  why?   Why  is  a  160-acre  site,  not  even 
including  the  plant  claimed,  dragged  out  of  the  lower  priority 
group  and  set  up  as  an  SWA?    In  our  opinion,  to  pretend  that 
this  gerrymandered  artifact,  which  represents  .0002  of  the 
land  area  of  the  Piceance  Basin,  has  any  meaning  v/hatsoever  as 
a  plant-protection  site  is  a  cruel  distortion  of  fact.    It  is, 
to  put  it  bluntly,  worthless. 
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The  preferred  alternative  proposes  the  following 
for  the  other  11.95  plant  sites  --  remember,  .05  of  one  site 
has  been  set  up  as  an  SHA.    "The  avoidance  stipulation  would 
be  applied  to  man- induced  surface  disturbing  activities  to 
prevent  disturbance  on  the  habitat  of  known  populations  of  rare 
and  sensitive  plants  and  selected  occurrences  --  the  emphasis 
ours  --  of  remnant  vegetation  associations  listed  in  Table  III- 
10  whenever  possible  except  where  prohibited  by  valid  and 
existing  rights." 

The  key  phrase  is  "The  avoidance  stipulation 
would  be  applied  ...  whenever  possible."    Just  what  is  the 
"avoidance  stipulation"?   Although  it's  not  defined  in  the 
glossary,  we  can  find  on  page  249,  "The  avoidance  stipulation, 
when  applied,  would  incorporate  wording  to  the  effect  'the 
habitat  of  known  populations  of  rare  and  sensitvie  plants,  and 
those  remnant  vegetation  associations  specifically  identified, 
would  be  protected  from  man-induced  surface  disturbing  activitie 
whenever  possible.'"    Have  you  ever  heard  a  better  example  of  a 
meaningless  statement? 

Avoidance  stipulations  are  to  be  applied  whenever 
possible,  and  when  applied  —  applied  to  what  is  never  stated  -- 
mean  some  words  that  are  expected  to  protect  rare  plants  and 
selected  vegetation  associations  whenever  possible.    Do  avoid- 
ance stipulations  have  any  specific,  formalized  definition  in 
published,  publicly-accessible  BLM  rules?    Are  there  well- 
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established  policies  and  procedures  for  their  use?   Can  they 
be  applied  to  each  and  every  form  of  contract  or  lease  that  the 
BLM  executes  with  resource  users  --  oil  and  gas,  oil  shale, 
other  minerals,  geothermal,  grazing?   Have  they  been  used 
elsewhere?   Have  they  been  demonstrated  to  have  validity  in  a 
court  of  law?    We  suspect  the  answer  to  most  of  these,  if 
not  each  of  these  questions,  is  "no." 

Some  of  our  objections  then  are  these:    First, 
stipulations  are  applied  only  "whenever  possible"  not  "whenever 
needed."    Obviously,  this  is  subject  to  BLM  interpretation, 
depending  upon  internal  or  external  pressure. 

Second,  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  could  be 
applied  to  oil  and  gas  leases.    It's  our  understanding  that 
this  stipulation  cannot  be  applied  to  other  forms  of  leasing. 
We  believe  that  the  so-called  avoidance  stipulation  wording  that 
might  be  used  in  these  other  cases  has  not  been  used  before  and 
it  would  be  unlikely  to  hold  up  in  court.     In  effect,  then, 
any  protection  supported  by  such  stipulations  would  be  the 
result  of  voluntary  compliance.    Clearly,  this  is  unacceptable. 

No  surface  occupancy,  we  understand,  cannot  be 
added  to  oil  and  gas  leases  that  were  in  effect  prior  to  the 
Federal  Land  Management  Policy  Act  of  1976,  or  to  leases  that 
are  held  in  unit  production,  meaning  a  series  of  adjoining 
leases  that  have  been  coalesced  into  a  single,  unitized  lease, 
automatically  renewable  as  a  block. 
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In  other  words,  only  non-unitized  leases  issued 
after  ' 7c  would  be  subject  to  stipulation.    This  would  be  only 
a  fraction  --  what  fraction?  --  of  the  leases  affecting  the 
proposes  SMAs. 

Fourth,  stipulations  cannot  protect  remnant  vege- 
tation associations  because  they  can't  be  used  to  restrict 
livestock  grazing,  which  represents  the  major  threat  at  many  of 
the  sites.    Furthermore,  although  stipulations  for  rare  plants 
would  include  "adjacent  critical  sites  that  affect  their 
habitat",  this  would  not  be  the  case  for  remnant  vegetation 
associations,  leaving  them  vulnerable  to  human-inflicted  damage 
of  every  sort. 

Finally,  we  object  to  the  restriction  of  even  such 
protection  as  is  offered  by  avoidance  stipulations  to  only 
"those  remnant  vegetation  associations  specifically  identified", 
that  is,  in  Table  111-10  on  page  160.     These  selected  vege- 
tation associations  total  just  over  410  acres.    That  represents 
a  meager  .05  of  1  percent  of  the  Piceance  Basin  planning  area. 

Many  other  remnant  vegetation  associations 
recommended  as  SMAs  in  the  Botanical  Inventory  are  disregarded 
completely,  even  those  rated  critically  endangered  or  endangered 
within  Colorado. 

We  believe  the  people  of  Colorado  should  not  be 
robbed  of  their  botanical  heritage  in  so  cavalier  a  manner. 
Remnant  vegetation  associations  that  are  endangered  or  threatened 
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in  Colorado  are  important  remainders  of  the  habitat  that  once 
was.    They  should  be  protected  and  preserved  with  enthusiasm 
as  baseline  research  areas  and  as  potential  sites  for  non- 
destructive recreation  and,  of  course,  as  sites  for  revegetation 
materials. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Excuse  me,  Sue.    I  had  to  cut  off 
John,  so  I'm  afraid  I'm  going  to  have  to  ask  you  to  wrap  up 
also . 

MS.  MARTIN:    Well,  we  have  one  other  question 
about  avoidance  stipulations.    One  is  in  the  lease  actions 
that  have  occurred  in  1983  and  '84,  were  any  avoidance  stipu- 
lations written  in?    And  if  not,  is  this  not  good  evidence 
that  they  are  not  to  be  applied  when  needed? 

Finally,  we  have  the  distinct  impression  that  the 
proposals  made  in  the  RMP  were  made  in  good  faith,  in  a  good 
faith  attempt  to  indicate  BLH's  desire  to  provide  management 
and  protection  to  the  rare  plants.    We  ask  then,  why  not  use 
the  tools  the  BLM  provides  for  doing  just  that  --  namely,  the 
special  management  areas? 

We  urge  that  you  return  to  the  group  of  twenty  sites 
recommended  in  the  Botanical  Inventory  and  we  will  submit 
written  comments  to  address  this  point  further. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLORs    Thank  you.    Tamara  Naumann? 

MS.  NAUMANN:    I  am  representing  myself  this  evening 


FEDERAL  REPORTING  SERVICE  INC. 

DENVER.  COLORADO 


124 


1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

25 


27 


and  I  will  do  my  bit  to  speed  things  up  by  saying  that  I  support 
the  stance  of  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society.    I  hope  that 
you  will  go  back  to  your  twenty-site  consideration  for  the 
special  plants.    I  think  th*  the  eight  sites  that  were  dropped 
from  the  RMP  consideration  have  clear  documentation  of  meeting 
the  importance  and  the  relevance  criteria  outlined  in  your 
regulations  and  it  is  unclear  to  me  why  they  have  been  dropped. 
I  hope  you  will  go  back  to  the  twenty  sites. 

I  also  am  pretty  unhappy  with  the  fact  that  you 
chose  160  acres  out  of  the  sixteen  proposed  special  managment 
areas  on  the  list.     Clearly,  if  those  special  management  areas 
were  given  to  you  with  priorities,  you  should  start  with  No.  1 
and  move  down,  and  not  start  with  No.  16. 
Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR:     Thank  you.    Myrna  Steinkamp? 
MS.  STEINKAMP:    I'n  with  the  Colorado  Native  Plant 
Society,  but  I  am  representing  ny  own  personal  views .   In  the 
time  permitted,  it's  not  possible  to  speak  except  in  generalities 
regarding  the  Piceance  Rr.SP. 

First,  I'd  like  the  BLM  to  know  that  I  strongly 
support  the  idea  that  certain  air  and  water  quality  standards 
must  be  met  and  that  no  oil  shale  leasing  would  occur  if  these 
standards  are  likely  to  be  exceeded. 

Proof  of  commercial  feasibility  of  oil  shale 
recovery,  restricting  development  in  the  richest  oil  shale  areas 
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until  recovery  technology  improves  and  planning  of  utility 
corridors  prior  to  development  are  all  important  and  positive 
plans  regarding  the  development  of  Pioeance  Basiri.    The 
establishment  of  a  non-motorized  hunting  area  and  recreational 
access  to  the  White  River  is  fine  for  those  who  enjoy  such 
recreation.     But  little  consideration  appears  to  be  given  to 
the  establishment  of  "quiet"  recreation  areas  such  as  those  for 
bird  watching,  nature  photography,  hiking,  picnicing,  et  cetera 

Recreational  areas  should  be  large  enough  to  serve 
an  ever- expanding  population  base,  not  to  mention  the  workers 
and  their  families  who  will  be  brought  to  the  area  if  development 
occurs  as  projected. 

I  take  strong  exception  to  the  amount  of  land 
designated  for  oil  shale  development  in  the  next  20  years. 
Much  less  than  one-third  of  the  entire  Basin  and  no  open-pit 
mines  should  be  designated  for  development  at  this  time. 

Road  and  pipeline  building  should  be  strictly 
controlled  to  reduce  environment  impact  by  requiring  five-year 
or  longer  development  plans  to  be  submitted  by  developers. 
These  should  be  approved  and  coordinated  with  a  view  to 
controlling  the  overall  development  of  the  Basin. 

Finally,  special  management  areas  should  be 
established  for  all  rare  plant  and  remnant  vegetation  sites  that 
were  identified  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  under  contract  with 
BLM.    Avoidance  stipulations  are  not  adequate  to  effectively 
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manage  and  protect  these  scientifically  important  areas. 

I  would  like  to  see  legally  binding  protections  for 
these  areas,  not  mere  promises  that  can  be  ignored  with  impunity 
at  the  whim  of  BLM  or  a  developer.     Such  SKA  designation  would 
have  almost  no  impact  on  the  resource  output  obtainable  from 
the  Basin. 

I  strongly  support  the  position  of  the  Colorado 
Native  Plant  Society  with  respect  to  this  matter. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you.     Charles  Hook? 

MR.  CHARLES  HOOK:     I'm  Charles  Hook  and  I  publish 
the  Review  of  Hew  Energy  Technology. 

The  draft  RMP  EIS  is  a  very  thorough  and  complex 
document  --  most  of  it  is  well  prepared.     There  are  some 
elements  in  the  document  and  some   omissions  that  concern  me 
somewhat . 

One  is  carrying  capacity,    as  carrying  capacity 
might  affect  leasing  policy.     A  mineral  lease  is  basically 
an  administrative  decision  which  in  no  way  constitutes  a  permit 
or  an  approval  to  increase  air  pollution  or  to  construct  a 
project  which  will  place  an  unbearable  burden  on  local  and 
state  socio-economic  structues. 

Air,  water  and  land  use  in  Colorado  are  controlled 
by  State  agencies  and  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
Laws  and  regulations  are  quite  specific.    A  Federal  mineral  — 
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oil  shale  --  lease  does  not  allow  a  developer  to  violate 
environmental  law  or  regulations.    It  is  therefore  not  valid 
to  assume  that  there  is  a  maximum  number  of  oil  shale  leases 
that  can  be  awarded  in  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin.    Furthermore, 
a  company  will  not  bid  on  a  lease  if  it  does  not  believe  that 
it  can  control  those   emissions  in  compliance  with  law  and 
permit  regulations. 

In  the  area  of  socio-economic  carrying  capacity, 
Rio  Blanco  and  Garfield  Counties  must  issue  building  permits 
and  other  approvals  for  construction  of  an  oil  shale  project. 
The  destiny  of  population  growth  and  socio-economic  infrastructur 
is  rightfully  in  the  hands  of  local  governments.    I  believe 
that  Interior  has  no  authority  to  decide  against  leasing  on  the 
basis  of  social  impact. 

One  possibility  that  the  document  does  not  address 
is  what  would  be  the  Interior  Department's  position  if  at  some 
future  time  the  State  of  Colorado  chose  to  participate  in  an 
oil  shale  project  as  an  equity  partner?    The  possibilty  has 
some  advantages  because  the  State  would  receive  not  only  lease 
kickbacks   like  the  Oil  Shale  Trust  Fund  and  severance  taxes, 
but  also  profits  from  the  project  for  impact  mitigation.    How 
would  DOI  handle  Colorado  as  both  a  regulatory  co-conspirator 
and  a  developer? 

Which  brings  us  to  the  resource,  and  I  endorse  what 
John  Donnell  has  said.    A  coordinated  effort  to  develop  the 
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whole  buffalo  merely  to  consume  the  tongue  and  liver  as  was 
done  in  this  area  less  than  a  century  ago." 

I  have  other  comments  on  my  written  sheet  that  I 
gave  you.    One  involving  the  so-called  "temporary  withdrawal" 
which  seems  to  be  so  firmly  a  part  of  BLK  policy  which  can  be 
done  away  with  by  "the  stroke  of  a  pen  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  yet  legislation  that  is  just  a  gleam  in  some 
representative's  or  senator's  eye  is  discussed  at  length  in 
there.     It's  just  kind  of  inconsistent  between  the  withdrawal 
and  possible  Congressional  action. 

And  I  thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  Mr.  Hook.     Anne  Vickery? 

MS.  VICKERY:    My  name  is  Anne  Vickery  and  I'm 
representing  the  Colorado  Mountain  Club  and  I'll  try  to  get 
through  in  five  minutes. 

The  Mountain   Club  has  over  7,700  members  and  we're 
mainly  interested  in  air  quality  and  recreation  and  in  good 
land  use  management  planning.    We'd  like  to  support  the 
comments  of  the  three  people  from  the  Colorado  Native   Plant 
Society. 

We  believe  that  the  document  is  clear  and  easy  to 
read  and  thank  and  commend  the  BLK  for  that.    It's  good  to  have 
a  wildlife  alternative.    Most  people  that  don't  belong  to  this 
sort  of  "oil  shale  club"  think  of  deer  when  the  Piceance  Basin 
is  mentioned  and  I  think  that  that  perception  is  very  important 
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and  that  that  be  carried  through  into  the  document. 

There  needs  to  be  more  discussion  of  the  road  between 
Rifle  and  Meeker  with  respect  to  deer  as  a  migratory  route,  and 
I  think  there  needs  to  be  some  real  innovative  thinking  in 
those  alternatives  which  are  development  alternatives,  as  to 
how  to  handle  that  road  and  the  deer  trail. 

We  would  like  to  conmend  the  BLM  for  the  concept 
of  carrying  capacity  and  the  threshold  concept.    They  are 
excellent  and  they  do  belong  in  a  planning  document .    We  feel 
that  carrying  capacity  is  the  ability  of  the  land  to  support 
varied  uses  including  existing  uses.    That  means  a  mix  of  uses. 
There  is   presently  an  existing  use  of  the  affected  land,  and 
the  affected  land  that  goes  beyond  your  planning  area. 

This  is  a  very  lucrative  use  for  the  State  of 
Colorado.    It's  the  tourism  and  recreational  use,  which  you 
may  know  that  tourism  brings  in  $3-9  to  $4  million  each  year 
to  the  State.    Hunting  and  fishing  bring  in  over  $1  million 
each  year  to  Colorado. 

There  are  also  thousands  of  visitors  to  the  wilder- 
ness areas  and  to  the  national  forests. 

In  discussing  the  Piceance  and  the  affected  wilder- 
ness areas,  you  cannot  forget  the  V.'hite  River  National  Forest 
and  the  Routt  National  Forest  in  between. 

If  the  carrying  capacity  is  exceeded  --  and  one 
definition  of  that  could  be  the  lakes  become  acidic,  the  fish  die 
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the  deer  herd  is  drastically  reduced.    People  in  other  states 
don't  know  Colorado  geographically.    All  they'll  know  is  that 
there's  been  a  lot  of  acid  deposition  in  the  lakes  and  the  high 
country  and  the  wilderness  areas  and  that  the  hunting  is  bad 
and  the  fishing  is  bad.     And  this  has  been  proven  very 
recently  by  the  floods  in  the  Big  Thompson  and  at  Estes  Park 
and  the  Colorado  River.    It's  kept  people  away  from  the  state 
as  a  whole.    So  Ihis  public  perception  needs  to  be  worked  into 

the  document. 

We  believe  that  tourism  and  recreation  and  oil  shale 
can  live  side  by  side,  if  a  great  deal  of  effort  is  put  into 
that.     One  of  the  main  ways  to  go  about  that  is  to  improve 
the  oil  shale  technology  prior  to  relying  m  the  prototype  program 
for  your  answers  first  and  by  looking  at  the  private  development 
as  it  slowly  progresses. 

The  preferred  alternative  says  in  the  oil  shale 
section  that  leasing  would  rely  on  the  success  of  the  existing 
leases.    Now,  I  would  hope  that  includes  the  existing  proto- 
type program.    I  don't  1hink  it's  clear  in  there.    It  should 
include  the  existing  prototype  program  on  a  small  scale  because 
that's  how  we're  going  to  get  the  technology  to  make  multiple 

uses  possible. 

The  last  point  that  I'd  like  to  make  concerns  the 
planning  area.  And  referring  back  to  the  maps,  you  have  the 
BLM  areas  of  the  Piceance  Creek  Basin  on  there.    What  is  lackin, 
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is  the  affected  area.    And  that  is  the  Forest  Service,  the 
national  forests  and  the  wilderness  areas.     And  because  of  the 
difference  in  the  Federal  land  managers,  you  don't  discuss 
wilderness  in  the  document  because  there  aren't  any  wilderness 
study  areas  in  the  planning  area. 

And  you  don't  discuss  recreational  impacts  on 
national  forest  lands  and  on  wilderness  areas.    3ut  these  are 
going  to  be  severely  affected  if  there  is  a  large-scale  oil 
shale  development  because  of  air  quality  which  will  have  major 
impacts.    Now,  the  Forest  Service  in  their  planning  document 
can't  really  discuss  oil  shale  leasing.      So  there  is  a  need 
for  the  two  agencies  to  get  together  and  try  to  resolve  this 
issue.     I  presume  the  Forest  Service  is  a  cooperating  agency 
with  BLM. 

But  we  would  request  that  you  do  discuss  this  with 
the  Forest  Service  and  try  to  include  more  of  the  recreational 
impacts  and  wilderness  impacts  in  your  document. 

I  think  it's  necessary  to  point  out  that  you  cannot 
address  these  impacte  satisfactorily  when  you  get  to  the 
permitting  stage,  as  Mr.  Hook  was  suggesting.    Once  a  lease  is 
issued,  a  company  has  diligence  requirements,  they  have  financial 
requirements,  they  want  to  move  ahead  with  the  permitting.    If 
there  are  air  quality  problems  and  they  can't  get  their  permits, 
they  push  the  agency,  they  criticize  the  clean  air  advocates. 

And  the  reason  for  that  is  it  goes  back  to  where  the 
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or  the  developers  in  general  to  try  to  maintain  that.    You 
can't  --  I  don't  think  you  can  predict  this  part.    I'm  not 
saying  we  shouldn't  have  some  advance  planning,  but  I  think  we 
get  to  the  point  of  at  every  meeting  we  almost  tend  to  back 
up  because  something  wasn't  considered  in  this  thing. 

Again,  I  have  to  re-emphasize  that  the  real   use  out 
there  is  —  it's  nice  to  think  of  multiple  use,  but  we  really 
are  talking  about  one  primary  use  and  how  much  tradeoff  is  there 
going  to  be  with  the  other  uses  in  order  to  develop  the  resource 
in  some  logical  manner. 


Thank  you. 
MS.  TAYLOR: 
MR.  BORTZ: 


Thank  you,  John.    Steve  Bortz? 
I've  decided  not  to  comment.   Thank 


you. 


MS.  TAYLOR:    Okay.    Kirk  Cunningham? 

MR.  CUNNINGHAM:    I'm  conservation  chairman  for  the 
Sierra  Club  in  Colorado,  the  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter,  and  my 
comments  are  made  on  behalf  of  them. 

Our  approach  to  this  document  --  first   I  want  to 
say  that  my  comments  are  somewhat  preliminary.    We  haven't  had 
time  to  really  study  this  in  detail  and  we'll  have  written 
comments  later. 

In  any  case,  our  approach  to  this  document  is 
colored  very  strongly  by  a  resolution  passed  by  our  chapter  last 
year  and  which  has  also  influenced  our  participation  in  a  joint 
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working  group  exercise.    And  that  is  that  we  oppose  any  oil 
shale  leasing  --  aside  from  prototype  --  until  such  time  as  it 
can  be  shown  that  oil  shale  is  economically  competitive  with 
other  sources. 

Now,  I  exclude  prototype  because  the  purpose  of  the 
prototype  program  is  to  develop  that  sort  of  information, 
develop  the  technology  to  the  point  where  that  judgement  will 
be  guided  by  the  ability  for  it  to  be  made. 

We  therefore  object  to  what  we  perceive  as  a  policy 
bias  in  this  document  on  behalf  of  apparently  extensive  oil 
shale  leasing  and  presumably  development.    Vie  believe  the 
Government,  as  it  stands  now,  has  rather  mindlessly  underwritten 
the  one  commercial-scale  operation  going  on  now  which  may  not 
succeed  --  who  knows?   The  last  time  I  heard,  they  were  kind 
of  floundering  around,  but  I  haven't  kept  up  with  it. 

And  so  it's  planning  to  give  an  emphasis  to  oil 
shale  which  is  greater  than  v/e  think  is  warranted  by  any  energy 
or  economic  consideration. 

Which  does  not  mean  that  the  preferred  alternative 
is  bad  in  all  respects.    Some  of  the  aspects  of  the  joint 
working  group  document  have  been  included  in  it  or  they  acquired 
it  from  the  BLM,  I'm  not  sure  what .    But  in  any  case,  the 
carrying  capacity,  of  course,  and  the  placing  a  limit  on  leasing 
until  the  prototype  is  built  are  good  ideas. 

If  one  is  to  have  any  energy  development  in  the 
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shale  development  are  largely  not  on  the  surface  but  also 
indirect  —  the  population  brought  in,  the  subsidiary  air 
pollution  and  so  forth.     So  it  does  not  help  to  have  the 
surface  pristine  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and  have  500,000  people 
living  in  the  Grand  Valley  or  whatever  and  have  that  indirect 
impact . 

Of  course  we  support  the  Native  Plant  Society  people 
on  their  objectives  on  this  effort,  but  another  aspect  of  the 
wilderness  —  the  wildlife  proposal  was  the  level  of  grazing. 
Apparently  this  will  increase  in  all  alternatives  with  perhaps 
the  exception  of  the  oil  shale.    And  we  think  this  is  somewhat 
anomalous  because  the  document  itself  says  that  the  increased 
stream  erosion  and  the  loss  of  native  plants  and  so  forth  and 
so  on  is  attibutable  to  the  activities  of  people  living  in  the 
Basin  --  agriculturalists  and  so  forth,  and  certainly  that  means 

grazing. 

We  believe  that  grazing  AUMs  should  be  decreased 
not  increased,  as  a  general  rule. 

We've  not  seen  much  of  a  discussion  of  the  indirect 
air  pollution  impacts  in  this  document  —  sulfur  dioxide  and 
particulates  and  so  forth.    And  these  will  be  impacts  of  oil 
shale  development,  and  they  certainly  will. 

Water  quality.    We  see  a  discussion  of  water 
quality  as  far  as  the  interior  of  the  Basin,  but  unless  I  missed 
it,  there's  not  a  discussion  of  the  leaching  of  spent  shale  to 
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a  similar  degree.    And  of  course,  as  far  as  the  Colorado 
salinity  is  concerned  in  the  Colorado  River,  which  is  a  very 
costly  and  important  issue,  that  certainly  should  be  addressed 
in  more  detail. 

So  in  conclusion,  I  would  say  that  in  many  respects, 
as  a  practical  matter,  the  current  management  alternative  is 
the  better,  even  though  we  would  want  many  of  the  stipulations 
for  wildlife,  we  don't  presume  that  we  will  get  them.    The 
current  management  is  better  than  the  preferred  in  this  instance 

Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  Kirk.     Kevin? 

KR.  KEVIN  MARKEY:    Ky  name  is  Kevin  Karkey.   I'm 
the  Colorado  representative  for  Friends  of  the  Earth.    I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  tonight.    Connie  Albrecht  has 
already  made  a  presentation  on  our  behalf.    I  will  touch  on 
those  points  and  some  other  points.    We  are  still  evaluating 
the  hieroglyphics  in  that  document  —  no,  no.    It's  a  very 
nice  document  and  it's  just  going  to  take  a  little  longer  to 
really  evaluate  them  in  full. 

First  of  all,  Friends  of  the  Earth  would  like  to 
applaud  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  its  first  attempt  at 
implementation  of  the  threshold  concept  which  has  been  running 
around  the  regs  for  eons.    It  is  --  John  Donnell  pointed  out 
that  this  is  a  unique  resource,  a  unique  area  and  a  unique  part 
of  the  world.    It  is  because,  in  fact,  of  the  density  of  the 
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Hopefully  it  won't  be. 

Hopefully  the  society  will  be  smart  enough  to  use 
its  existing  energy  resources  wisely,  to  use  more  efficient  and 
renewable  energy  resources,  rather  than  digging  up  the  Piceance 
Basin. 

Among  the  concerns  that  we  have  with  respect  to  the 
RMP,  we  share  the  concerns  of  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society 
with  respect  to  the  special  management  areas.    We  can't  under- 
stand --  especially  in  those  areas  that  have  so  few  resource 
constraints  or  conflicts  --  in  fact  special  management  protection 
was  not  granted  or  proposed. 

We  have  concerns  about  the  amount  of  land  available 
for  shale  development  under  each  of  the  alternatives.    The 
lack  of  restrictions  in  critical  wildlife  areas.    Underground 
mining  is  not  necessarily  kind  to  surface  resources  and  wildlife 
and  habitat  and  that  sort  of  thing  because  of  the  waste 
involved . 

There's  a  lack  of  prioritization  of  the  oil  shale 
resource  with  respect  to  reclaimability  and  other  criteria. 
There  are  no  standard  stipulations  proposed   for  the  ultimate 
leasing  of  oil  shale.    Nor  is  there,  as  I  can  find  thus  far, 
any  language  which  would  require  the  ultimate  development  of 
standard  stipulations. 

Finally,  there  is,  we  believe,  no  adequate 
reevaluation  of  some  of  the  current  plans  regarding  some  of  the 
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other  resources. 

We  will  be  preparing  a  comprehensive  review  by 
July  27th,  and  if  you've  got  any  questions  for  me  or  for 
Friends  ol   the  Earth,  you  can  either  ask  them  here  or  you  can 
give  us  a  call.     And  thank  you  for  the  hard  work  that  you  have 
put  in  on  this  plan. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  Kevin. 

George,  do  we  have  anybody  else  that  has  signed  in? 

MR.  LONG:   No. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  audience 
that  would  like  to  make  a  statement  that  has  not  signed  in?   We 
would  like  to  recognize  you  now.      Yes,  please? 

MS.  TROUT:    My  name  is  Karen  Trout  and  I'm  from 
the  Denver  Botanic  Gardens.    And  it's  my  view  that  all  twenty 
sites  of  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species  and  remnant  vegetation 
types  as  identified  by  the  1982  Botanical  Inventory  and 
recommended  by  the  Nature  Concervancy  be  given  an  official 
designation  as  special  management  areas,  as  NRAs  or  ACECs. 

And  I  feel  that  the  avoidance  and  the  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations  are  not  sufficient  for  the  long-term 
protection  of  these  botanically  and  ecologically-sensitive 
areas . 

Thank  you. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  Karen.    Yes,  sir? 

MR  CALLAS:    I  thought  I'd  signed  in.   I'm  sorry. 
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billions  and  billions  of  years  to  evolve  are  unia.ue  and  that  they 
can,  very  easily,  by  the  decisions  that  you  make,  be  affected 
forever.    And  that's  the  keynote  word. 

And  I  am  very  much  concerned  that  the  various  SHAs 
that  were  suggested  and  proposed  were  not  really  looked  at, 
we  feel,  as  carefully  as  they  might  have  been.    Because  again, 
when  we  talk  about  locking  up  resources,  there's  no  resource 
that  is  locked  up  faster  than  a  natural  area  and  it  can  be 
locked  up  by  simply  digging  it  up,  by  over-grazing  it,  by 
abusing  it.     And  we  are  talking  about  multiple  use,  not 
multiple  abuse,  and  that  is  the  last  comment  that  I'd  like  to 
make . 

Thank  you , 

MS.  TAYLOR:     Thank  you,  Mr,  Callas.    Would 
anyone  else  like  to  make  a  comment?   Yes,  ma'am? 

MS.  EDWARDS:    I'm  Mary  Edward  and  I'm  a  member  of 
the  Native  Plant  Society  and  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  I 
strongly  support  our  viewpoint  that  all  twenty  sites  should  be 
considered  and  not  the  small  number  that  you  considered. 
MS.  TAYLOR:     Thank  you.    Anyone  else? 
MR.  BOYCE:     My  name  is  David  Boyce.    I'm  a 
professional  biologist  who  happens  to  be  affiliated  with  an 
oil  shale  company,  but  I'm  speaking  on  behalf  of  myself  this 
evening.    I'm  also,  by  the  way,  a  founding  member  of  the 
Colorado  Native  Plant  Society,  so  I  find  myself  in  kind  of  an 
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We're  talking  about  things  like  Douglas  Fir,  Ardenicia  sagebrush 
and  number  of  others.    So  these  major  components  of  the  plant 
associations  are  widespread  out  there.   They're  not  really 
limited  and  I  think  I  take  exception  to  the  use  of  really 
rather  common  plant  association  components  being  used  to  identif; 
remnant  associations  which  I  don't  believe  really  are  remnants. 

That's  all  I  have. 

MS.  TAYLOR:    Thank  you,  David.    Ms.  Vickery? 

KS.  VICKERY:    I'd  like  to  ask  a  question  and 
maybe  have  it  entered  into  the  record.    I'm  Anne  Vickery  from 
the  Colorado  Mountain  Club. 

ES .  TAYLOR:    Okay.   I  don't  know  that  we'll  be 
answering,  per  se,  on  the  record.    But  we  could  answer  after- 
wards if  you'd  like  to  get  your  question  in.    Then  it  would 
be  answered  in  the  responses  -- 

MS.  VICKERY:    That's  fine.    I'm  not  sure  that  the 
one  impact  has  been  looked  at,  and  that  is  that  we're  seeing  in 
the  private  developments  and  in  the  (inaudible)  comments, 
Class  II  air  quality  increments  are  in  some  cases  exceeded  and 
the  emission  levels  are  quite  high  in  the  Class  II  areas  that 
surround  the  site  and  in  the  Piceance  Basin  itself. 

How  is  that  going  to  affect  the  plant  life  and  the 
vegetation  for  the  Piceance  Basin?   And  in  turn,  how  is  that 
going  to  affect  the  animals  that  feed  on  them  —  not  only  the 
deer,  but  the  non-game  species  as  well?   Because  those  levels 
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are  predicted  to  be  very  high. 

MS.  TAYLOR:     Like  I  say,  we  won't  be  answering 
per  se  here. 

I'd  like  to  give  anyone  else  that  hasn't  had  a 
chance  to  speak  an  opportunity  at  this  point. 

(No  response . ) 

If  there  is  no  one  else  that  wants  to  cake  a  formal 
comment,  I'd. like  to  remind  everyone  that  written  comments  are 
being  accepted  through  July  27th  at  the  address  listed  on  the 
board . 

We'd  like  to  thank  you  all  for  coming  and  for  your 
comments,  and  if  anyone  would  care  to  talk  with  the  members  of 
the  team  or  have  some  questions  they'd  like  to  discuss,  that  we 
will  stay  around  in  the  room  for  awhile  after  the  meeting  to 
discuss  anything  that  you  are  unclear  on. 

And  with  that,  I  guess  I'll  close  the  formal  portion 
of  the  meeting.    Thank  you. 

(Whereupon,  at  8:28  o'clock  p.m.,  the  public  meeting 
was  adjourned.) 
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PUBLIC  HEARING 

DRAFT  PICEANCE  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

May  24,  1984 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 


itself.   As  I  said  before,  if  you  could,  please  come  forward  so 
we  can  pick  you  up  on  the  tape  recorder;  and  if  you  have  a 
document  that  you're  presenting  to  us,  please  give  it  to  the 
court  reporter  so  she  can  enter  it  into  the  record. 

So  I  will  call  first  on  Dan  Stanberry. 

DAM  STANBERRY:   I'm  Dan  Stanberry,  Glenwood  Springs,  and 
I'm  with  the  Garfield  County  Citizens  Associtat ion.   There  will 
be  a  letter  forthcoming  that's  more  formal;  this  is  just  some 
overall  general  comments. 

First,  I  would  like  to  compliment  the  alternative  plan. 
Amazingly,  an  incredible  amount  of  work  has  been  done  on  tnat 
and,  overall,  accepted  by  most  of  the  people  in  our 
association.   What  I  would  like  to  comment  on  is,  the 
socio-economic  impact  criteria  is  really  significant.   It  is 
one  of  the  first  times  that  this  has  been  placed  in  an  impact 
study  like  that.   We  would  like  to  emphasize  and  have  that 
encouraged  in  your  consideration. 

Another  aspect  is  the  terminology.   There's  one  is  the 
utility  corridors,  which  there  are  suggestions  and  requests, 
and  it  seems  that  we  might  be  able  to  have  something  more 
definitive  or  have  requirements,  perhaps,  on  the  utility 
corridors.   And  also,  roads,  possibly  with  the  shale  and  the 
oil  and  gas  which  are  going  to  be  the  most  significant. 
Having  something  more  definitive  along  those  lines.   And  the 
five-year  plan  for  the  oil  and  gas  is  suggested  right  along; 
but,  again,  that's  a  request  and  that's  been  brought  up  several 
times,  I'm  sure,  so  that's  just  to  emphasize  that  same  point. 
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There's  another  point  that's  been  brought  up,  from  my 
point  of  view;  the  organization  will  have  something  more 
specific  on  it.   I'd  like  to  speak  on  the  sensitive  plant 
issue.   I  think,  for  myself,  the  issue  is  the  criteria  that  is 
used.   Whether  or  not  that's  going  to  be  special  management 
region  or  whether  or  not  you  just  use  the  avoidance  criteria, 
which  later  soil  disruption  or  surface  disruption  is  used.   I'd 
like  to  emphasize  the  avoidance  on  that,  but  I  think  it's  in 
the  terms  where  it  stated  the  shale  oil  later  could  have 
priority  use  and  that  the  wildlife  habitat  or  the  plants,  and 
the  sensitive  plants  as  well,  may  have  to  be  compromised  to  the 
shale.   I  think  that's  ambiguous.   I  went  through  this  and 
couldn't  find  something  that  was  more  specific  and  leaves  that 
more  wide  open-ended.   And  in  planning  zoning  when  the  major 
issues  start  rolling  and  the  other  criteria  has  been 
established,  and  they  have,  that  may  be  compromised,  I  feel, 
and  I  would  like  possibly  to  see  tnat  emphasized;  one  aspect  of 
that  or  at  least  the  impact  of  that. 

That  is  all  I'm  going  to  say.   Once  again,  I  want  to 
compliment  on  your  incredible  work. 

SUE  TAYLOR:   Thank  you,  Dan.   Gregg  McKenniss. 

GREGG  MCKENNISS:   My  name  is  Gregg  McKenniss.   I'm  a 
farmer  in  Newcastle. 

My  first  comments  are  to  compliment  you  on,  I  believe  this 
is  the  first  time  that  the  BLM  has  made  an  effort  to  consider 
the  needs  and  carrying  capacity  of  the  entire  area,  not  a  sort 
of  piecemeal  approach  to  this.   I  think  that's  very  important. 
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and  I  think  that  that  is  probably  sort  of  a,  I  hope,  a  trend 
that  will  come  in  other  areas  of  BLM  planning  and  in  forest 
planning,  also.   I  believe  that  the,  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  I 
believe  that  the  Nature  Conservancy  was  contracted  out  due  to 
the  plant  analysis  location,  etc.,  etc.,  and  they  came  up  with 
what  was  it,  12  or  14  or  18. 

JOHN  SINGLAUB:   Initially  26. 

GREGG  MCKENNISS:   And  how  many  did  they  finally  recommend 
should  be . . . 

JOHN  SINGLAUB:   20  is  what  they  recommended. 

GREGG  MCKENNISS:   20,  and  you  have  recommended,  what,  two, 

one? 

JOHN  SINGLAUB  and  SUE  TAYLOR:   One  in  the  preferred. 
GREGG  MCKENNISS:   Right.   And  I,  you  know,  I  just  feel 
that  that  is  really  whacking  down  the  ratio  pretty  severely.   I 
think  that  the  Nature  Conservancy  has,  without  question,  the 
highest  amount  of  credibility  in  regard  of  any  so-called 
environmental  group  in  the  country;  in  fact,  they  really  don't 
do  any  sort  of  lobbying  effort  per  se .   They  really  just  do 
"nuts  and  bolts"  type  research.   And  I  have  to  seriously 
question  when  the  Conservancy  can  come  up  with  those  kinds  of 
figures  and  you  can  come  up  with  your  kinds  of  figures,  I  kind 
of  wonder  where  the  balance  is.   And  I  really  think  that  to 
compromise  those  living  things  that  may  not  be  in  great 
abundance,  or  their  natural  habitat  may  not  be  in  great 
abundance,  I  think  that  to  compromise  that  now  for  a  highly 
specultative  "boon-doggle"  industry  is  really  a  disregard  for 
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those    who    come    after    us. 

I    am    particularly,    particularly    concerned    about    the 
effects    of    the    cumulative    air    quality    in    the    Flat    Tops 
Wilderness,    which    is    a    pristine    area    and    we    certainly    hope    to 
keep    it    that    way.       I    think,    without    question,     there    is    going    to 
be    acid    rain    of    enough    degree    to    pretty   much    do    severe 
irreversible    damage    to    some    of    the    high    altitude    lakes    and 
stream    systems    in    the    Plat    Tops.       I    think    that    there    really    is 
going    to    be    very    little    doubt    about    that.       I    know    that    the    EPA 
is    presently    trying    to    hatch    that    one    out    with    the    Chevron 
Plant;    and,    of    course,    I'm   very    interested    in    that    too. 

But    I    really    feel    that,    here    again,     if    we    go    ahead    and 
say,    okay,    let's    have    so    much    ground,    and    let's    do    this    with 
oil    shale,    let's    do    this    with    oil    and    gas,    let's   do    this    with 
coal,    etc.,    etc.,    what    you're    doing    is,    you're    saying    to 
Western    Colorado,    one    of    your    major    drawing    cards,    your    clean 
air,    your    recreation   potential    is    gone    or    compromised    severely. 
And,    you    know,    from    an    environmental    and    from    an    economic    point 
of   view,    I    think    it's,    you   know,    going    to   be   a   sad    day    if    the 
air   goes,    and    I    think    it    will    go.       I    think    there's    no    question 
about    what's    going    to    happen    to    the    air.       I    think    there    are 
many,    many    questions    about    health    and    such    as    the    tailings, 
etc.       There    is    no    baseline    data    established    to    say    what's    going 
to    happen    when    such-and-such    a    creek    going    eventually    into    the 
White    River    and    eventually    into    Lake    Powell,    etc.;    what's    going 
to   happen    then    to   Lake    Powell's    CAPS    coming    and    the    water    goes 
to    L.A.,    etc.,    these    heavy  metals,    and    on    and    on    and    on. 
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PART  B.  RESPONSES 


PART  B.  RESPONSES  TO 
PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


The  numbered  responses  below  correspond  to  the 
bracketed  numbers  on  the  comment  letters  and  public 
hearing  transcripts  in  Part  A.  Following  the  title  of  each 
response  is  a  list  (shown  in  parenthesis)  of  the  letter(s) 
and/or  public  hearing(s)  where  the  comments  were 
raised.  Responses  may  consist  of  a  text  change,  a  clarifi- 
cation of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  or  an  explanation  why  a 
particular  issue  was  or  was  not  addressed. 

1.  WILD  HORSES  -  Acreages  (1).  As  mandated  by  the 
Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1972  and  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  Herd  Management  Area  Plan  of  June 
1981,  wild  horses  will  be  maintained  on  148,513  acres  of 
public  land  within  the  Resource  Area.  This  acreage 
constitutes  the  Herd  Management  Area.  Of  the  above 
acreage,  105,424  acres  lie  within  the  Piceance  Basin 
Planning  Unit,  the  focus  of  the  current  RMP. 

Please  use  these  maps  in  conjunction  with  the  text  nar- 
rative on  page  106  of  the  Draft. 


4.  OIL  SHALE  -  Management  Priority  Area,  Open  Pit 
Zone  (2,  5,  9,  37,  54,  65,  67,  69,  70,  71,  B,  C).  Although 
34  percent  of  the  Piceance  Basin  is  identified  as  a 
management  priority  area  for  oil  shale,  not  all  of  this 
will  be  developed  for  oil  shale.  The  actual  amount  of  oil 
shale  developed  will  be  limited  by  the  ability  of  industry 
to  meet  various  environmental  constraints,  including  air 
and  water  quality  laws  and  regulations.  Regardless, 
these  areas  will  remain  open  to  multiple-use  activities 
that  are  compatible  with  the  primary  use  of  the  land, 
which  is  oil  shale  development.  In  essence,  until  oil  shale 
is  developed,  numerous  other  land  uses  would  continue. 
Refer  to  the  text  in  Volume  1,  page  153,  second  column, 
fourth  full  paragraph  for  further  reference  to  protection 
of  other  resources  in  the  open  pit  zones. 

Prohibition  of  oil  shale  open  pit  mining  is  not  in  the  in- 
terest of  multiple-use  management,  which  is  BLM's 
mandate.  Restriction  to  just  underground  methods  of 
extraction  would  not  be  the  wisest  use  of  the  resource. 
Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  open  pit  oil  shale 
tracts  would  be  leased  based  upon  the  demand  and  suc- 
cess of  C-a  and  C-b.  However,  the  tracts  would  not  be 
leased  if  it  was  determined  the  lands  could  not  be  ade- 
quately reclaimed. 


2.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  (6,  41,  C).  Authorized 
state  agencies  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  are  responsible  for  certain  environmental 
laws/regulations,  permit  issuance,  and  ensuring  that 
project  development  is  in  compliance  with  these  stand- 
ards. BLM  remains  responsible  for  issuing  mineral 
leases  and  other  land  management  requirements.  The 
intent  of  the  carrying  capacity  concept  is  to  provide  a 
guideline  of  comparison  to  evaluate  projects  at  the 
preleasing  stage  and  to  allow  leasing  if  a  project  is 
within  threshold  standards  and  other  applicable  criteria 
that  are  based  upon  the  management  objectives  estab- 
lished in  this  RMP.  The  carrying  capacity  objective  is  to 
control  the  cumulative  impacts  caused  by  several  min- 
eral development  operations  that  would  not  individually 
violate  federal,  state,  or  local  laws  and  standards.  The 
carrying  capacity  concept  should  not  be  confused  with, 
or  considered  as  a  duplication  of,  the  permitting  process 
implemented  by  state  agencies  and  the  U.S.  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

3.  GENERAL  -  RMP  Lifespan  (2).  Current  planning 
regulations  do  not  specify  a  20-year  lifespan  for  an 
RMP.  This  RMP  is  a  dynamic  document;  following  im- 
plementation, it  will  be  updated  as  necessary  to  meet 
management  needs  and  to  take  new  information  into 
account. 


5.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  -  Designation 
(2,  3,  5,  10,  11,  13,  17,  20,  22,  23,  24,  28,  29,  34,  36,  37, 
38,  44,  45,  46,  49,  50,  52,  54,  57,  58,  63,  64,  65,  66,  67, 
69,  70,  74,  78,  79,  A,  B,  C).  The  20  sites  recommended 
by  The  Nature  Conservancy  for  consideration  in  this 
RMP  were  addressed  according  to  procedures  set  forth 
in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Planning  Regula- 
tions, Section  1610.7-2:  Designation  of  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  and  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  Section  202. 
Specifically,  the  BLM  handbook  Areas  of  Critical  Envi- 
ronmental Concern  -  Policy  and  Procedures  Guidelines 
published  in  June  1980  was  used  to  provide  FLPMA 
guidance  on  identifying  potential  ACECs  and  on  the 
designation  process.  This  planning  process  also  included 
an  environmental  analysis  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

There  are  two  steps  in  the  ACEC  process  which  FLPMA 
clearly  requires  and  distinguishes  between:  (1)  the  iden- 
tification of  an  important  environmental  resource  and 
(2)  the  protection,  if  necessary,  of  that  resource  through 
designation  of  its  location  as  an  ACEC. 

The  planning  "identification"  step  began  when  BLM 
contracted  The  Nature  Conservancy  to  inventory  the 
Piceance  Basin  for  threatened  or  endangered  plants. 
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This  was  followed  with  a  contract  modification  to  in- 
clude recommendations  for  candidate  and  sensitive 
plant  species  and  remnant  vegetation  associations  man- 
agement. The  Nature  Conservancy  recommended  20 
sites  as  having  potential  for  ACEC,  research  natural 
area  (RNA),  and  outstanding  natural  area  (ON A)  con- 
sideration in  the  RMP.  These  20  sites  were  then 
evaluated  using  the  planning  criteria  of  relevance  and 
importance.  This  evaluation  was  made  on  the  basis  of 
resource  values  or  qualities  without  consideration  of 
alternate  potential  land  uses.  Twelve  of  the  20  sites  were 
determined  to  meet  the  relevance  and  importance 
criteria  as  determined  by  BLM  and  were  considered 
eligible  for  subsequent  consideration  for  designation  in 
the  RMP.  The  remaining  8  sites  were  dropped  from  fur- 
ther analysis  because  they  did  not  meet  the  planning 
criteria  of  relevance  and  importance  as  determined  by 
BLM.  These  8  sites  are  Alkali  Flat,  Camp  Gulch  Spring, 
Owl  Gulch,  Blair  Cliffs,  Square  S  Ponderosa,  Trail 
Canyon,  Yellow  Creek  Basin,  and  Yellow  Creek  Ridge. 
Refer  to  response  8  for  further  clarification  of  this 
subject. 

The  12  eligible  sites  were  incorporated  into  the  four 
potential  alternatives  for  multiple-use  consideration  in 
the  Piceance  Basin  RMP.  The  particular  sites  and  the 
number  of  sites  incorporated  into  each  alternative 
depended  upon  the  resource  management  emphasis  of 
the  alternative. 

The  second  step,  "designation",  is  a  management  deci- 
sion made  after  weighing  the  public  interest  to  be  served 
by  ACEC  designation  and  the  potential  alternate  uses 
for  the  resource  or  a  combination  of  other  resources  in- 
volved. This  multiple-use  decision  is  made  after  careful 
consideration  of  all  applicable  factors,  including  con- 
flicts with  other  resources,  site  manageability,  prior  and 
existing  rights,  law  and  executive  policy,  policies  of 
other  governmental  entities,  and  expressions  of  public 
concern.  The  decision  whether  to  protect  these  sites 
through  ACEC  designation,  other  management  means, 
or  not  at  all  is  part  of  the  RMP  process.  Site  designation 
occurs  when  an  alternative  is  selected  and  the  Final 
RMP/EIS  is  approved  by  the  State  Director. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  a  multiple-use 
agency  that  is  mandated  to  manage  the  public  lands  in  a 
manner  that  is  compatible  with  multiple  use  and  sus- 
tained yield  goals.  During  analysis  by  resource  special- 
ists, all  resources  and  valid  uses  of  the  public  lands  are 
treated  on  an  equal  basis.  As  in  any  multiple-use  situa- 
tion, trade-offs  must  be  made  between  competing 
demands.  It  is  the  land  manager's  job  to  look  at  the 
various  management  alternatives  available  to  meet  user 


demands  and  then  to  decide  which  alternative  will  pro- 
vide the  best  combination  of  uses  for  the  greatest  public 
benefit,  while  still  providing  for  maximum  protection  of 
limited  or  fragile  resources. 

Special  management  area  (SMA)  designation  of  an  area 
for  a  single  use  rules  out  various  other  land  uses  and 
results  in  a  restrictive  use  situation.  This  is  not  BLM's 
primary  objective  in  public  land  management.  For  this 
reason,  not  all  proposed  SMAs  are  designated,  since 
other  resource  uses  might  be  unnecessarily  precluded. 
All  SMA  designations  are,  by  regulation,  administrative 
in  nature  and  are  discretionary  on  our  part.  BLM  is  not 
required  to  create  SMAs  by  statute  but  is  required  to 
consider  all  potential  SMAs  for  possible  designation. 

Within  proposed  SMAs  not  chosen  for  designation, 
there  may  be  values  that  should  be  considered  and,  if 
appropriate,  protected  through  pertinent  stipulations 
and  management.  All  public  lands  that  are  unique, 
fragile,  or  special  and  that  qualify  for  special  manage- 
ment consideration  will  be  given  full  attention.  Other 
uses  can  still  occur  on  these  areas,  as  long  as  they  do  not 
damage  the  special  plant  areas  or  the  potential  damage 
is  adequately  mitigated.  The  uses  that  do  occur  will  be 
managed  and  special  stipulations  will  be  applied,  when 
necessary,  to  protect  the  known  plant  populations. 

BLM  has  found  no  advantage  to  designating  any  of  the 
recommended  areas  other  than  a  portion  of  the  Soldier 
Creek  site.  In  addition,  through  multiple-use  conflict 
analysis,  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  biological 
resources  could  be  equally  protected  on  the  other  sites 
recommended  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  through  ap- 
plication of  alternative  management  practices,  such  as 
proper  grazing  management,  avoidance  stipulations, 
and  no-surface-occupancy  stipulations. 

6.  OIL  SHALE  -  Economics  (2).  The  problem  men- 
tioned here  is  a  very  real  one  for  which  there  are  no 
perfect  answers.  The  concept  of  "critical  carrying 
capacity"  and  the  environmental  safeguards  built  into 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) 
are  efforts  to  protect  the  natural  environment  and 
wildlife  while  still  allowing  for  reasonable  development 
of  energy  resources  needed  by  the  nation. 

Boom-and-bust  cycles  are  virtually  inevitable  in  a  single- 
extractive-industry  economy,  but  advance  planning,  as 
is  possible  for  most  areas  today,  can  help  to  alleviate  the 
most  traumatic  aspects  of  both  "boom"  and  "bust".  If 
an  area  is  developed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  extracting  a 
finite  resource,  it  seems  fairly  obvious  that  a  decline  will 
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occur  when  that  purpose  is  fulfilled.  In  the  case  of  the 
Piceance  Basin,  proper  phasing  of  development  and 
long-term  reclamation  should  restore  both  game  carry- 
ing capacity  and  most  agricultural  land  potential. 

7.  OIL  AND  GAS  -  5-Year  Plan  (2,  5,  9,  17,  28,  54,  63, 
65,  69,  70,  79,  A,  B,  C,  D).  Federal  regulations  current- 
ly require  yearly  plans  of  development  for  oil  and  gas 
units.  These  plans  address  the  anticipated  development 
of  wells,  roads,  and  pipelines.  There  is  no  federal 
regulation  requiring  a  5-year  plan  of  development  and 
thus  participation  can  only  be  voluntary.  The  5-year 
plan  was  aimed  at  guiding  growth  (development  of 
roads,  pipelines,  and  well  pads)  of  a  unit  or  lease  area 
on  an  orderly  basis.  However,  if  a  lease  holder  submits 
an  application  for  permit  to  drill  (APD)  or  other  devel- 
opment application  and  the  road  and  pipeline  plans  are 
environmentally  acceptable,  then  BLM  will  have  to  ac- 
cept that  application  even  if  it  is  not  in  conformance 
with  a  previously  submitted  5-year  plan. 

Oil  and  gas  development  and  exploration  would  not 
proceed  unrestricted  without  mitigation.  Presently, 
roads  and  pipelines  are  mitigated  by  reclamation 
stipulations  specified  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  at 
the  field  inspection  for  the  action.  Detailed  engineering 
specifications,  such  as  slope  stakes,  cross  sections, 
"cut"  and  "fill"  stakes,  etc.,  may  be  required  by  the 
BLM  Authorized  Officer  prior  to  approval  of  the  road, 
pipeline,  or  well  site.  These  detailed  engineering 
specifications  are  often  needed  in  order  to  adequately 
assess  the  total  impacts  and  properly  reclaim  the  sites 
and  are  usually  required  in  rough  terrain. 


8.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  -  Nondesigna- 
tion  of  Eight  (3,  10,  24,  38,  57,  58,  67,  B,  C).  Criteria 
were  developed  to  evaluate  all  the  identified  special 
management  areas  (SMAs)  involving  plant  species  of 
concern  and  their  habitat.  For  candidate  and  sensitive 
plant  species,  these  criteria  considered  the  classification 
of  the  species,  number  of  plants  within  the  population, 
number  of  populations  within  a  SMA,  and  number  of 
populations  in  the  planning  area,  White  River  Resource 
Area,  state,  and  region.  Similar  criteria  were  established 
for  remnant  vegetation  associations.  The  presence  of  a 
remnant  plant  association  should  not  be  construed  as 
meeting  the  definition  requirements  of  relevance  and 
importance.  It  was  determined  that  eight  areas  did  not 
meet  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  of  43  CFR 
1610.7-2  as  the  criteria  are  applied  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.  These  plant  associations  contain 
populations  of  plant  species  that  are  not  listed  as 
threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  or  sensitive. 


While  the  remnant  vegetation  associations  identified  by 
The  Nature  Conservancy  during  their  inventory  do  rep- 
resent areas  of  high  ecological  value,  it  is  felt  that  they 
have  a  high  potential  for  frequent  occurrence  outside 
the  Piceance  Basin  on  unsurveyed  outcrops  of  the  Green 
River  Formation  in  western  Colorado,  eastern  Utah, 
and  southern  Wyoming.  This  is  supported  by  BLM  staff 
review  of  the  summary  report  of  The  Nature  Conserv- 
ancy (1982),  along  with  other  literature  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  K.C.  Vorie's  Master's  Thesis  (1974)  and 
James  Tiedeman  and  Charles  Terwilliger,  Jr.,  Phyto- 
edaphic  Classification  of  the  Piceance  Basin  (1978).  In 
addition,  information  has  been  provided  by  BLM  per- 
sonnel who  are  very  familiar  with  plant  ecology  in  the 
Piceance  Basin  showing  that  the  remnant  vegetation 
associations  contained  in  the  eight  SMAs  that  were 
dropped  from  consideration  are  represented  more  fre- 
quently and  in  better  condition  than  the  overview  in 
Volume  IV,  Appendix  D  of  The  Nature  Conservancy 
report  indicates.  Thus,  it  is  felt  that  these  remnant 
associations  are  not  sufficiently  uncommon  to  warrant 
exclusive  protection  through  special  management  area 
designation  at  this  time.  For  additional  information 
please  read  response  number  5. 


9.  HYDROLOGY  -  Groundwater  Protection  (3,  67, 
B).  The  Water  Resource  Policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  Colorado  is  to: 

a)  Initiate  and  fully  implement  a  system  for  inven- 
torying water  resources  on  public  lands  and  provide  for 
the  systematic  collection,  storage  and  retrieval,  analysis, 
interpretation,  and  dissemination  of  water  resource 
information  so  that  such  information  can  be  properly 
applied  to  land  use  planning  and  resource  management 
activities. 

b)  Consider  water  availability,  both  legal  and  phys- 
ical flood  hazards,  and  water  quality  implications,  as 
outlined  in  approved  local  208  plans,  before  committing 
funds  to  implement  projects  or  land  management  ac- 
tions in  all  Bureau  programs. 

c)  Comply  fully  with  the  intent  and  objectives  of  all 
applicable  federal  legislation,  executive  orders,  regu- 
lations and  policies,  and  cooperative  agreements  per- 
taining to  water  resources  on  public  lands. 

d)  Protect,  maintain,  restore,  or  enhance  the  quanti- 
ty and  quality  of  water  on  public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed 
legal  water  quality  criteria.  The  water  quality  criteria  are 
those  defined  by  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  and 
regulations. 
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e)  Perfect  and  protect  the  water  rights  of  the  United 
States  on,  under,  or  flowing  through  public  lands  in 
Colorado. 

The  Bureau  has  recognized  the  importance  of  good 
water  quantity  and  quality  on  federal  lands.  In  response 
to  federal  and  state  laws  and  regulations,  the  BLM 
Colorado  State  Office  has  adopted  the  preceding  policy 
concerning  water  resources  on  federal  lands  in 
Colorado.  This  policy  would  have  direct  bearing  upon 
federal  actions  that  would  affect  the  water  resources  in 
the  Piceance  Basin. 

Although  the  aquifer  system  in  the  Piceance  Basin  is  an 
important  and  viable  source  of  fresh  water,  the  system 
itself  is  not  unique  or  limiting.  Thus,  the  water  source 
cannot  be  withdrawn  from  mining  activity. 

10-1  through  10-79.  TEXT  CHANGES.  The  text  has 
been  changed  for  clarification.  Please  refer  to  Text 
Changes  section  beginning  on  page  199. 

11.  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  (4,  6,  27,  41,  61,  73, 

78,  A,  C).  Communities  and  other  state  and  local 
government  entities  often  want  BLM  to  help  strengthen 
their  hand  in  negotiating  with  energy  lessees  for  mitiga- 
tion of  social  and  economic  impacts.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  these  same  entities  do  not  wish  for  federal 
"control"  or  "interference"  in  their  options  for  specific 
mitigations.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  interfere  with  the  stipulations  or  negotiations 
occurring  between  local  or  state  authorities  and  lessees, 
though  it  is  policy  to  cooperate  with  them  as  fully  as 
possible  within  the  laws.  Nor  is  authority  given  for  local 
and  state  authorities  to  prevent  leasing  of  federal  lands. 
We  have  identified  and  analyzed  social  and  economic 
impacts  in  this  document.  Though  no  federal  laws 
expressly  permit  BLM  to  formulate  and  enforce  social 
and  economic  impact  mitigation,  we  encourage  the  for- 
mulation of  a  satisfactory  impact  mitigation  plan  coop- 
eratively by  the  affected  state  and  local  governments 
and  the  lessee.  To  clarify  this  intent,  the  "Committed 
Mitigation"  section  on  page  215  of  the  Draft  has  been 
deleted  and  an  appropriate  addition  has  been  made  on 
page  236  of  the  Draft  (see  "Text  Changes"  section). 

With  regard  to  social  and  economic  carrying  capacity, 
as  discussed  on  page  156  and  pages  214-215,  the  points 
made  are  well  taken,  though  the  text  on  pages  214-215 
discusses  precisely  these  same  points  (which  in  fact  ac- 
count for  the  range  from  5  to  15  percent  in  annual 
growth  as  the  "critical"  [rather  than  "absolute"] 
percentages).  These  percentage  guidelines  are  not  "ar- 
bitrary", but  are  those  found  by  pertinent  social  science 


research  to  be  applicable  as  thresholds  of  social  over- 
load in  a  community,  depending  upon  the  factors  and 
mitigation  effectiveness  discussed  on  pages  214-215. 
For  social-psychological  and  some  social-structural 
elements  and  for  other  changes  of  a  social  nature,  speed 
of  change  per  se  is  the  underlying  source  of  negative  im- 
pacts because  people  and  social  institutions  cannot 
change  as  rapidly  as  technology  or  physical  facilities, 
and  money  is  not  the  "solution"  to  these  human  com- 
ponents. Mitigation  can  therefore  be  accomplished  only 
by  slowing  down  the  rate  of  change;  thus  staggering 
development  is  perhaps  the  most  effective  "mitigation" 
device.  One  possible  specific  procedure  for  making  the 
decision  to  stagger  leasing  is  outlined  on  page  156.  An 
appropriate  text  change  has  been  made. 

To  stagger  leasing  is  not  to  "decide  against"  but  only  to 
endeavor  to  pace  population  growth  in  such  a  way  as 
not  to  overload  communities  beyond  their  ability  to 
respond. 

12.  OIL  SHALE  -  Leasing  (6,  C).  The  state  of 
Colorado  would  be  required  to  operate  under  the  same 
standard  procedures,  regulations,  and  stipulations  for 
leasing  and  compliance  monitoring  as  any  company 
issued  a  lease. 

13.  OIL  SHALE  -  Withdrawals  (6).  In  the  Current 
Management  Alternative,  withdrawal  review  is  an  ongo- 
ing process.  The  intent  of  this  review  is  to  revoke  un- 
necessary or  outdated  withdrawals.  Public  Land  Order 
6387  revoked  parts  of  three  oil  shale  withdrawal  areas 
on  1,066,680  acres  under  this  review  process.  The  effec- 
tive date  of  this  law  was  June  21,  1983.  This  law  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  Tuesday,  May  24, 
1983,  Volume  48,  Number  101.  Land  Order  6387,  how- 
ever, did  not  revoke  any  of  the  lands  withdrawn  for  oil 
shale  in  the  Piceance  Basin. 

14.  CANDIDATE  AND  SENSITIVE  PLANTS,  AND 
REMNANT  VEGETATION  ASSOCIATION  -  Protec- 
tion and  Management  (10,  13,  17,  23,  24,  28,  29,  34,  35, 
36,  49,  52,  54,  63,  69,  70,  79,  C,  D).  BLM  feels  that 
prudent  management  of  biological  resources  will  be  ade- 
quate to  maintain  the  gene  pool  that  is  unique  to  the 
Piceance  Basin.  Various  alternatives  are  available  by 
which  BLM  will  minimize  potential  impacts  to  can- 
didate and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vegetation 
associations  as  a  result  of  surface-disturbing  actions. 
These  alternatives  are  considered  and  applied  on  a  case- 
by-case,  site-by-site  basis. 

It  is  felt  that  the  significant  elements  contained  in  the 
special  management  areas  recommended  by  The  Nature 
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Conservancy  can  be  adequately  protected  by  alternative 
management  practices  such  as  proper  grazing  manage- 
ment, avoidance  stipulations,  and  no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations.  In  addition,  the  fencing  of  specific  can- 
didate and  sensitive  plant  locations  is  specified  in  the 
Piceance  Basin  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Monitoring  of  specific 
plant  populations  and  remnant  vegetation  associations  is 
also  identified.  These  types  of  measures  will  allow  for  the 
collection  of  more  accurate  data  on  how  these  areas  are 
responding  to  present  management.  Analysis  of  these 
data  will  then  be  used  to  determine  future  management 
guidelines  for  these  fragile  and  sensitive  biological 
resources.  For  further  clarification  please  refer  to 
responses  5,  8,  and  33. 

15.  ACEC  DESIGNATION  -  Soldier  Creek  (11).  BLM 
believes  that  downstream  populations  of  Sullivantia 
purpusii  will  be  enhanced  through  designation  of 
Soldier  Creek  ACEC  by  maintaining  water  quality  and 
quantity.  The  populations  of  Sullivantia  purpusii  in 
the  proposed  Soldier  Creek  ACEC  occur  outside  the 
Piceance  Basin  Planning  Unit  and  are  therefore  not  con- 
sidered in  this  RMP/EIS.  That  portion  of  the  proposed 
Soldier  Creek  ACEC  outside  the  Piceance  Basin 
Planning  Unit  will  be  managed  under  interim  ACEC 
guidelines,  which  include  avoiding  surface  disturbing 
activities  in  areas  of  known  candidate  and  sensitive 
plant  species  populations,  until  an  RMP  is  completed 
for  the  Rangely  Planning  Unit.  For  additional  informa- 
tion, the  commentor  is  encouraged  to  read  response 
number  36. 

16-1  through  16-15.  ERRATA.  Editorial  changes  in  the 
text  have  been  made.  Please  refer  to  Errata  section 
beginning  on  page  209. 

17.  HYDROLOGY  -  Impacts  (14).  Addition  of  a  sum- 
mary of  water  impacts  by  alternative  would  not  signifi- 
cantly add  to  the  narrative  of  impacts  presently  in  the 
text. 

18.  SMA  DESIGNATION  -  Deer  Gulch  (15).  Designa- 
tion of  Deer  Gulch  as  a  special  management  area  would 
result  in  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  only  if  either  the 
Wildlife  or  the  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative  were  selected. 
However,  designation  and  exclusion  of  grazing  would 
not  occur  in  the  Proposed  Plan,  since  alternate  manage- 
ment recommendations  were  developed  to  allow  live- 
stock grazing  while  providing  adequate  protection  to 
candidate  and  sensitive  plants  and  remnant  vegetation 
associations. 

Site  analysis  showed  exclusion  of  grazing  was  un- 
necessary, since  the  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  and 


vegetation  associations  recommended  for  protection 
occur  on  steep  slopes  where  minimal  livestock  grazing 
occurs.  The  recommended  management  actions  of  fenc- 
ing a  limited  area  of  Utah  fescue  for  monitoring 
purposes  and  applying  no-surface-occupancy  and 
avoidance  stipulations  would  not  adversely  affect 
livestock  use  or  management  in  this  area.  Hence,  BLM's 
recommendations  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
the  Deer  Gulch  site  would  not  conflict  with  the  present 
livestock  operation. 

19.  LANDS  AND  REALTY  (16).  The  north  corridor 
described  in  this  comment  refers  to  corridor  number  8, 
Collins  Gulch.  This  corridor  is  identified  in  the  Draft 
RMP  as  suitable  for  pipelines.  The  west  corridor  re- 
ferred to  is  nonexistent  at  the  present  time.  It  was  fur- 
ther described  (via  phone  conversation  with  Ed  Baker 
on  10/25/84)  as  dropping  into  Scandard  Gulch,  cross- 
ing west  to  Willow  Creek,  moving  westerly  across 
Willow  Creek  to  Big  Jimmy  Ridge,  and  tying  into  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Natural  Gas  Company's  8  5/8-inch 
pipeline.  This  route  involves  new  disturbance  over  an 
area  which  does  not  currently  contain  a  utility  of  any 
type.  Identification  of  a  west  corridor  in  this  location  at 
the  present  stage  of  the  RMP  would  involve  a  full  site- 
specific  environmental  evaluation.  It  would  be  more 
productive  to  handle  the  future  need  for  the  described 
corridor  under  a  separate  right-of-way  action  at  a  later 
date,  which  would  not  require  an  amendment  to  the 
RMP. 

20.  WILDLIFE  (16).  Habitat  improvement  projects 
will  be  implemented  on  both  summer  and  winter  ranges. 
The  emphasis  on  project  work  for  winter  range  as  op- 
posed to  summer  range  is  based  on  habitat  condition 
and  need  for  improvement.  The  important  habitat 
features  listed  in  Table  11-15  were  identified  by  an  in- 
teragency team  consisting  of  10  biologists  representing 
various  fields  of  expertise;  these  biologists  were  all 
familiar  with  the  study  area.  Their  decision  is  reinforced 
by  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  identification  of 
winter  range  as  the  limiting  herd  factor  for  the  Piceance 
Basin.  It  is  mutually  agreed  that  summer  forage  is  an 
essential  factor;  however,  management  of  the  deer 
winter  range  is  of  greatest  importance  in  the  study  area. 

21.  WILDLIFE  (9).  The  Preferred  Alternative  em- 
phasizes controlled  development  of  energy  resources 
while  protecting  and  improving  renewable  resources. 
The  recommendations  of  this  alternative  were  designed 
to  (1)  achieve  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  population 
objectives  identified  in  their  strategic  plan  and  (2)  ade- 
quately protect  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  species  and 
remnant    vegetation    associations    using    multiple-use 
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management  techniques  (for  further  information  see 
response  5). 

22.  WILDLIFE  -  Mitigation  (16,  78).  Establishment  of 
the  industrial  association  would  occur  as  described  in 
Volume  1,  page  235  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  It  would  be 
coordinated  by  a  core  team  consisting  of  representatives 
from  private  industry  and  state  and  federal  agencies.  A 
solicitor's  review  resulted  in  the  decision  to  incorporate 
this  as  uncommitted  mitigation.  This  means  that  all  in- 
dividual industries  would  not  be  required  to  join  the 
industrial  association. 

23.  WILDLIFE  -  Raptor  Protection  (16,  41).  The 
boundary  of  this  mandatory  protection  area  is  adjacent 
to  C-b's  site  facilities.  A  conflict  does  not  currently  ex- 
ist. Extension  of  activities  to  the  west  would  likely  in- 
volve this  area  of  protection.  However,  this  situation  is 
not  expected  to  occur  since  current  plans  do  not  include 
westward  expansion  of  the  site  facilities. 

24.  WILDLIFE  -  Mitigation  (16).  Implementation  of 
the  Habitat  Management  Plan  has  been  identified  as  a 
shortfall.  Implementation  will  continue  to  the  extent 
possible  based  on  funding  and  manpower.  A  text 
change  has  been  included  to  recognize  positive  aspects 
of  inventories  and  mitigation  projects. 

25.  VEGETATION  -  Reclamation  Success  (16). 
Cathedral  Bluffs  Oil  Shale  Company  states  that  their 
goal  is  to  "return  the  disturbed  land  to  similar 
predevelopment  native  plant  communities".  There  is  lit- 
tle evidence  to  indicate  that  any  area  that  has  been 
reclaimed  approaches  similar  predisturbance  native 
plant  communities  (particularly  pinyon-juniper  and 
upland  big  sagebrush  types)  in  structure,  composition, 
or  species  diversity.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  total 
nature  of  disturbance  associated  with  open  pit  oil  shale 
development  may  dictate  that  it  is  not  realistic  to  try  to 
recreate  predisturbed  native  plant  communities  on  these 
sites. 

26.  SOIL  -  Erosion  (16).  The  referenced  statement  in 
the  text  has  been  verified  and  is  correct  as  shown. 
Therefore,  no  change  to  the  text  has  been  made. 

27.  PRIME  FARMLAND  -  Designation  (18).  It  is  very 
unlikely  that  any  uplands  in  the  Piceance  Basin  will  ever 
receive  irrigation  water  and  subsequent  alteration. 
Therefore,  BLM  does  not  expect  the  land  to  become 
classified  as  prime  farmland. 

28.  COAL  -  Development  and  Uses  (19).  Predicting  the 
major  uses  for  coal  developed  in  the  future  is  beyond 


the  scope  of  the  RMP.  As  stated  under  the  Current 
Management  Alternative  on  page  93,  Volume  1  of  the 
Draft  RMP,  the  coal  being  developed  in  this  region  is 
currently  used  for  coal-fired  power  plants.  Present 
technology  indicates  this  would  be  the  major  use  for 
coal  in  the  future.  With  new  and  improved  technology 
for  coal  development,  there  might  be  potential  for  other 
uses,  such  as  coal  gasification,  but  this  cannot  be 
predicted. 

29.  SOCIAL/ECONOMICS  -  Population  Projections 
(19).  This  difference  in  end  dates  for  analysis  is  the 
product  of  two  factors: 

a)  The  demographic  model  used  to  predict  baseline 
population  change  was  the  Cumulative  Impact  Task 
Force  (CITF)  Model,  which  projects  only  to  the  year 
2000  and  is  obviously  dependent  upon  "best  guess" 
decisions  as  to  what  potential  population-increasing 
projects  will  or  will  not  in  reality  be  developed  in  the 
area,  and  on  what  schedules.  Thus,  even  at  best,  these 
projections  are  uncertain,  and  any  extension  into  the 
future  is  problematic.  Therefore,  we  made  no  effort  to 
produce  "shadow"  figures  past  the  time  of  the  CITF 
Model. 

b)  Our  task  in  trying  to  assess  possible  impacts  at 
various  levels  of  oil  shale  development  was  to  present  a 
total  impact  assessment  as  nearly  as  possible.  Again,  the 
projections  are  nebulous  and  uncertain,  and  we  careful- 
ly specified  the  assumptions  on  which  they  were  based 
to  allow  the  reader  to  draw  reasonable  conclusions  as  to 
the  results  of  more  or  less,  or  faster  or  slower,  or  larger 
or  smaller  oil  shale  developments  than  the  illustrative 
case.  Thus,  for  the  actual  project  analyses  we  carried  the 
projections  through  the  full  operations  cumulatively  to 
arrive  at  a  complete  example. 

Variables  that  would  affect  projections  beyond  the  year 
2000  would  be  such  things  as  world  oil  prices,  break- 
throughs in  shale  oil  and  pollution  technology,  national 
policies,  regional  and  national  economic  conditions, 
and  other  factors  affecting  the  need  for  energy  re- 
sources, the  costs  of  extracting  them,  and  the  attitudes 
of  the  people  toward  preservation  of  the  environment 
and  other  values  such  as  recreation,  hunting,  etc. 

30.  SOCIAL/ECONOMICS  -  Regional  Impacts  (19). 
The  Craig  BLM  District  encompasses  great  quantities  of 
high  quality  coal  (about  6  percent  of  the  national 
reserves);  some  of  the  largest  oil  and  gas  deposits  in  the 
U.S.;  the  largest,  richest  oil  shale  deposit  in  the  world; 
and  the  largest  coal-fired  power  plant  in  Colorado.  Sur- 
rounding northwest  Colorado  are  similarly  large  coal 
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deposits  in  Wyoming,  Utah,  Montana,  and  North 
Dakota;  the  tremendous  oil  and  gas  reserves  of  the 
Overthrust  Belt  of  southwestern  Wyoming;  and  the 
lower-quality  continuation  of  the  Green  River  oil  shale 
fields  in  Utah  and  Wyoming.  Craig  District  also  in- 
cludes some  of  the  best  examples  of  Whitewater  rafting, 
large  big  game  herds,  timber,  ranching  lands,  wilder- 
ness, endangered  plants  and  animals,  and  other  poten- 
tial land  uses.  This  means  that  land-use  planning  is  both 
very  complex  and  difficult  and  is  frequently  highly 
controversial  because  of  conflicting  use  potentials. 

Energy  development  outside  northwest  Colorado  does 
not  have  direct  social  impacts  upon  northwest  Colorado 
(except  for  the  Bonanza  power  plant  in  Utah  west  of 
Rangely,  which  buys  its  coal  from  the  Western  Fuels 
Mine  just  east  of  Rangely).  Indirectly,  of  course, 
various  energy  resources  compete.  For  instance,  to  the 
extent  that  Wyoming  coal  is  cheaper  to  produce  and 
transport  than  the  higher  quality  coal  in  Moffat,  Rio 
Blanco,  and  Routt  counties,  this  competition  depresses 
the  economies  of  these  counties  with  accompanying 
social  effects. 

31.  SOCIAL/ECONOMIC  -  Mitigation  (19).  This  com- 
ment apparently  refers  to  our  deliberate  omissions  of 
detailed  factual  data  on  local  facilities  and  services  which 
might  be  affected  by  population  growth.  Data  such  as 
these  constantly  change  as  communities  set  priorities, 
study  their  own  needs,  and  obtain  funds  for  improve- 
ments. Such  information  in  a  document  of  this  sort 
would  be  immediately  obsolete,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  nebulous  nature  of  population  growth  projections. 

The  RMP  is  not  intended  to  be,  and  cannot  serve  as,  a 
planning  document  for  state  and  local  entities.  Nor  does 
the  Bureau  directly  engage  in  local  and  state  social  im- 
pact mitigation.  The  large  amounts  of  federal  monies 
returned  to  the  states  from  mineral  leasing  and  other 
land  uses  are  for  impact  mitigation,  but  the  decisions 
regarding  distribution  and  use  of  these  dollars  are  left  to 
the  states  without  interference  or  control.  The  RMP 
cannot  supplant  local  and  state  responsibility  for  assess- 
ing needs  and  planning  solutions  to  local  social  prob- 
lems. See  also  response  number  38. 

32.  HYDROLOGY  (20,  77).  The  aquifer  system  in- 
teraction between  the  White  River  and  the  Colorado 
River  in  the  Piceance  Basin  is  complex.  It  is  therefore 
difficult  to  project  precisely  where  and  how  impacts  will 
occur.  At  present,  computer  models  that  have  been 
developed  for  the  Piceance  Basin  aquifer  system  are  be- 
ing applied  and  updated  whenever  possible.  If  and  when 
other  oil  shale  tracts  are  leased,  a  very  complex,  detailed 


analysis  will  be  undertaken  to  determine  impacts  associ- 
ated with  the  surface  and  groundwater  in  the  region. 

Proposed  and  existing  mineral  development  projects 
which  are  close  to  future  leasing  areas  will  be  addressed 
by  a  site-specific  environmental  impact  statement  and 
not  by  the  RMP  at  this  time,  given  the  magnitude  of 
projects  in  the  Basin. 

A  minimum  flow  for  the  White  River  has  not  been 
established,  although  several  state  and  federal  agencies 
recognize  the  need  for  this  and  are  working  to  establish 
it.  With  establishment  of  a  minimum  flow  rate,  several 
questions  regarding  impacts  on  the  hydrologic  system 
can  be  addressed  more  precisely. 

BLM,  in  itself,  does  not  possess  the  authority  to  set  or 
establish  minimum  flow  standards  for  the  White  River. 
BLM  recognizes  the  need  for  establishment  of  low  flows 
to  assist  in  identifying  impacts  to  the  White  River.  A 
biological  opinion  submitted  by  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  is  pending  the  outcome  of  a  court 
decision  regarding  its  legality.  BLM  in  the  future  will  in- 
corporate these  flow  standards  into  environmental 
documents  if  the  court  upholds  their  legality. 

Springs  and  wells  that  have  been  or  will  be  developed 
are  an  important  issue  and  will  be  addressed  in  future 
environmental  documents  at  the  leasing  stage.  A  spring 
inventory  has  been  completed  for  all  publicly  admini- 
stered land  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and  will  be  used  for 
future  impact  assessment. 

Salt  concentrations  and  loading  are  recognized  as  being 
a  problem.  BLM  is  working  with  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  try  to  minimize  this  problem  while  still 
providing  for  mineral  development.  The  Colorado 
Salinity  Project  is  an  ongoing  process  designed  to  con- 
trol salinity  concentrations  in  the  Colorado  River.  BLM 
is  an  active  participant  in  this  process  and  implements 
salinity  control  structures  on  a  yearly  basis.  Therefore, 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  not  the  only  federal  agen- 
cy attempting  to  control  salinity. 

33.  CANDIDATE     AND     SENSITD7E    PLANTS     - 

Avoidance  Stipulations  (10,  20,  23,  24,  35,  37,  38,  49,  50, 
64,  66,  67,  77,  C).  Protection  of  candidate  and  sensitive 
plant  species  and  remnant  vegetation  associations  has 
been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  applied  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  as  a  result  of  individual  review  of  all  use  authoriza- 
tion requests,  including  but  not  limited  to,  roads, 
pipelines,  powerlines,  and  timber  sales.  Management  of 
the  areas  in  which  these  biological  resources  occur,  has 
been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  directed  at  limiting  surface 
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disturbance  and  preventing  undue  degradation  within  the 
constraints  of  multiple-use  management.  Protection 
measures  include  all  feasible  actions  available,  such  as 
recommending  or  requiring  alternate  routes,  to  ensure 
that  the  qualities  which  make  the  resource  important  are 
not  impaired  or  otherwise  degraded. 

The  avoidance  stipulation  is  used  to  mitigate  the  poten- 
tial impacts  of  existing  leases  and  use  authorizations. 
The  "whenever  possible"  phrase  is  used  since  existing 
lease  terms  cannot  be  legally  changed  without  the  lease 
holder's  consent.  The  no-surface-occupancy  stipulation 
can  only  be  applied  at  the  time  of  lease  issuance,  and  it 
then  becomes  a  permanent  condition  of  the  lease. 

The  avoidance  stipulation  has  been  applied  on  all  use 
authorizations  which  have  the  potential  for  surface 
disturbing  activities  in  known  areas  of  sensitive  or  can- 
didate plant  habitat  since  1981,  when  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  Management  Framework  Plan  was  ap- 
proved. This  will  continue  to  be  required  on  all  future 
authorizations  that  would  adversely  impact  such 
biological  resources. 

Since  the  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  inventory  was 
completed  two  years  ago  by  The  Nature  Conservancy  in 
the  Piceance  Basin,  there  has  been  only  one  instance 
where  a  use  authorization  potentially  conflicted  with  a 
known  sensitive  plant  species  population.  Due  to  this 
conflict,  an  alternate  route  was  located  during  a  field 
review  of  the  site  with  BLM  and  industry  staff.  This 
protective  measure  resulted  in  eliminating  impacts  to  the 
plant  population.  BLM  feels  that  this  type  of  prudent 
management,  through  application  of  avoidance  stipula- 
tions and  other  mitigating  measures  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  effective 
management  tool  for  adequately  ensuring  maintenance 
of  the  gene  pool  unique  to  the  Piceance  Basin. 

34.  GRAZING  (20).  Implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  would  result  in  some  negative  impacts  to 
three  livestock  operations  adjacent  to  prototype  oil 
shale  leases  C-a  and  C-b,  although  none  would  be 
eliminated. 

35.  FORESTRY  -  Demand  (20).  The  Piceance  Basin 
Planning  Unit  contains  the  majority  (75  to  80  percent) 
of  all  commercial  Douglas  fir  stands  in  the  Resource 
Area.  The  White  River  National  Forest  Land  Use  and 
Resource  Management  Plan  identified  Douglas  fir 
forest  stands  but  did  not  provide  for  selling  any  Douglas 
fir  on  a  commercial  basis.  In  the  past,  no  other  BLM  of- 
fices in  northwest  Colorado  have  offered  Douglas  fir  on 
a  commercial  basis. 


The  local  demand  for  Douglas  fir  sawtimber  is  solely  at- 
tributable to  Moyer's  Sawmill  in  Meeker.  Approximate- 
ly 150,000  to  250,000  board  feet  are  required  annually 
to  supply  heavy  dimension  lumber  and  bridge  planking. 
No  other  species  is  acceptable  for  these  purposes. 
Only  the  White  River  BLM  Resource  Area  can  supply 
Douglas  fir  on  a  continuing  basis  to  this  local  market. 

Increases  in  the  local  population  levels  are  expected  to 
increase  the  demand  for  individual  cutting  of  firewood. 
This  increase  is  not  expected  to  be  significant.  Levels  of 
commercial  sales  for  pinyon-juniper  firewood  will  be 
maintained  at  2,500  cords  per  year,  as  identified  in  the 
White  River  Resource  Area  Forest  Management  Plan. 

36.  SMA  DESIGNATION  -  Soldier  Creek  (23,  35,  36, 
57,  58,  67,  78,  C).  The  Soldier  Creek  Special 
Management  Area  (SMA)  recommended  by  The  Nature 
Conservancy  included  approximately  2,080  acres  of 
state  land  on  which  the  BLM  has  no  authority  for  sur- 
face management.  The  state  has  not  replied  to  our  in- 
quiries as  to  whether  or  not  they  plan  on  special 
management  area  designation  for  their  land.  BLM  ad- 
ministered land  in  the  originally  proposed  SMA  that  is 
within  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP/EIS  study  area  but  out- 
side the  160  acre  area  designated  does  not  support  any 
populations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  or  rem- 
nant vegetation  associations.  The  remaining  acreage 
within  the  original  SMA  boundary  lies  in  the  Rangely 
Planning  Unit,  which  is  outside  the  area  of  considera- 
tion in  this  RMP/EIS.  This  acreage  will  be  considered 
for  SMA  designation  when  an  RMP  is  completed  for  the 
Rangely  Planning  Unit.  Until  this  RMP  is  completed 
and  a  decision  is  made  concerning  designation,  the 
area  will  be  managed  under  interim  Area  of  Critical 
Environment  Concern  (ACEC)  guidelines,  which  in- 
clude application  of  the  avoidance  stipulation, 
whenever  possible,  for  all  known  candidate  and  sen- 
sitive plant  populations. 

The  160  acres  designated  were  not  recommended  solely 
because  of  the  presence  of  candidate  and  sensitive 
plants.  This  area  also  represents  a  geologic  hazard  with 
a  high  potential  for  landslides.  Designation  will  also 
help  maintain  the  water  quality  and  quantity  upon 
which  both  Sullivantia  purpusii  and  the  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout  (which  both  occur  downstream)  are 
dependent.  In  addition,  the  site  will  provide  an  undis- 
turbed area  for  monitoring  three  candidate  and  sensitive 
plant  species. 

37.  WILDLIFE  -  Mitigation  (16).  Restrictions  would 
be  placed  on  all  energy  development  activities  causing 
surface    disturbance    to    facilitate    reclamation.    The 
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primary  objective  would  be  to  replace  the  disturbed 
vegetation  and  mitigate  the  impacts  to  wildlife  forage 
and  habitat.  Mitigations  would  be  very  similar  to  those 
currently  implemented  on  Prototype  Tract  C-b.  Ex- 
amples of  mitigations  include  seed  mixture  recommend- 
ations, road  closures,  shrub  plantings,  or  alternate  site 
mitigation  consisting  of  vegetation  improvement  proj- 
ects or  water  source  developments. 


38.  ENERGY  REVENUES  (25).  The  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  Section  317(a), 
provides  that  50  percent  of  all  monies  received  from 
sales,  bonuses,  royalties,  and  rental  of  public  lands  be 
paid  to  the  state  where  the  leased  lands  or  deposits  are 
located.  Monies  are  to  be  used  as  the  legislature  of  the 
State  may  direct;  priority  is  given  to  State  subdivisions 
socially  or  economically  impacted  by  development  of 
minerals  leased  under  this  Act.  Colorado  Senate  Bill  35 
(1977)  distributes  the  State's  share  as  follows: 


CATEGORY 


PERCENT  SHARE 


Public  School  Fund 
Energy  Impact  Assistance  Fund 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
County  Involved 


25 

15 

10 

50— Up  to  $800,000 


Any  annual  excess  over  $800,000  goes  to  the  Public 
School  Fund.  Counties  may  also  receive  additional 
funds  through  project  grants  from  the  energy  impact 
assistance  fund  or  through  other  federal  programs.  The 


COUNTY 

Rio  Blanco 

Garfield 

Mesa 


GENERATED  ($) 

46,312,400 
3,576,168 
3,403,960 


1983  monies  generated  in  the  three  counties  as  a  result 
of  federal  leasing  and  the  amount  returned  to  state  and 
local  governments,  are  shown  below. 


50  PERCENT 
STATE  ($) 

23,156,200 
1,788,084 
1,701,980 


COUNTY 
SHARE  ($) 

393,750 
286,549 

279,242 


39.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  (27,  41,  48,  61,  73).  The 
objective  of  the  carrying  capacity  concept  is  to  evaluate 
and  identify  situations  where  thresholds  would  be 
violated  prior  to  issuance  of  an  additional  lease. 
Therefore,  this  process  must  be  initiated  at  the  leasing 
stage.  A  proposed  project  in  violation  of  a  threshold 
would  require  adjustment  to  avoid  exceeding  a  thresh- 
old prior  to  issuance  of  a  lease.  The  carrying  capacity 
concept  stresses  monitoring  of  actual  impacts  for  com- 
parison with  predicted  impacts  and  the  threshold  levels. 
A  lease  would  require  adherence  to  these  carrying 
capacity  thresholds.  Governmental  agencies  with  the 
vested  resource  responsibility  and  technical  expertise 
would  be  consulted  during  this  process.  Refer  to  the 
"Remarks"  column  on  Table  III— 9  for  clarification. 

40.  RESOURCE  CONFLICT  -  Oil  Shale  and  Wildlife 
(65).  The  commentor  is  concerned  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  gives  an  unbalanced  emphasis  to  oil  shale 
when  compared  to  wildlife.  He  developed  a  table  com- 
paring acreage  of  management  priority  area  for  the  two 
resources  in  the  final  map  output.  The  comparison 
made   does   not   consider   compatibility   between   the 


resources  in  the  alternative,  since  many  uses  can  occur 
simultaneously,  e.g.,  as  underground  mining  of  oil  shale 
and  maintenance  of  wildlife  range.  Also,  one  must  con- 
sider that  the  base  acreage  of  oil  shale  management 
priority  area  (before  conflict  resolution)  in  the  Current 
Management  Alternative  differs  considerably  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  while  the  wildlife  resource  is  the 
same.  This  situation  occurs  because,  while  a  vast  oil 
shale  resource  exists,  we  are  currently  only  managing  (or 
recognizing  the  potential  of)  prototype  oil  shale  tracts. 

41.  VISUAL  RESOURCES  (28,  55,  63,  79,  B).  The 

Cathedral  Bluffs  overlook  area,  as  shown  on  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative  map,  is  managed  as  Visual  Resource 
Management  Class  II.  This  is  the  most  protective  class 
available  in  Piceance  Basin,  since  there  are  no  class  I 
areas.  Class  I  is  reserved  for  Congressionally  designated 
wilderness  areas,  wild  rivers,  and  designated  natural 
areas.  Cathedral  Bluffs  is  not  a  designated  natural  area 
and  is  not  eligible  for  an  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern  designation  for  scenic  values,  since  it  is  not 
"one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare  within  its  physiographic 
province"  (BLM  Manual  8410).  Several  similar  areas 
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exist  within  the  Colorado  Plateau  province  (Fenneman 
1946). 


and  above  the  baseline  analyzed  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Oil  Shale  Alternative. 


BLM  management,  by  approving  the  Proposed  Plan 
(Preferred  Alternative),  will  accept  the  class  II  area 
within  the  Visual  Management  Priority  Area.  The  class 
II  objective  requires  that  "changes  in  the  characteristic 
landscape  should  not  be  evident  to  the  casual  observer' ' . 
We  feel  that  this  management  objective  will  sufficiently 
protect  the  overlook  area.  If  we  find  the  visual  quality 
to  be  threatened  in  the  future  by  unforeseen  factors, 
further  steps  required  to  protect  the  area  will  be  taken. 

42.  WILDLIFE  (41).  Critical  habitat  referenced  on 
page  55  pertains  to  habitat  officially  designated  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  (USFWS)  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  Critical  raptor  habitats  referenced  on  page  3, 
Volume  2,  pertains  to  the  importance  of  this  habitat  to 
raptors  and  should  not  be  confused  with  USFWS  of- 
ficially designated  critical  habitat.  The  word  critical  has 
been  changed  to  crucial  to  avoid  this  confusion. 

Special  management  is  still  required  by  laws  and  regula- 
tions for  these  resources,  and  the  Mandatory  Protection 
Area  concept  will  be  continued. 

43.  CANDIDATE  AND  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  -  Miti- 
gation (77).  A  text  change  has  been  made;  however,  the 
change  is  more  appropriately  made  on  page  160  instead 
of  referenced  page  189  in  the  Draft  RMP. 


44.  AVOIDANCE  STIPULATION  -  Specific  Con- 
cerns (50).  The  Cathedral  Bluffs  utility  corridor, 
although  described  in  the  RMP/EIS,  was  originally 
designated  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Manage- 
ment Framework  Plan  (USDI,  BLM  1981)  prior  to  the 
identification  of  the  proposed  North  Cathedral  Bluffs 
site  by  The  Nature  Conservancy.  However,  land  use 
authorizations  (i.e.  pipelines,  powerlines,  roads,  etc.) 
have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by- 
case,  site-by-site  basis  and  mitigation,  when  necessary, 
has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  applied  to  protect 
known  locations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants.  The 
logging  operation  referred  to  in  the  comment  was  also 
authorized  prior  to  site  identification  by  The  Nature 
Conservancy. 

45.  BASELINE  (27).  Prototype  Tract  C-ll  is  included 
in  the  baseline  of  the  RMP.  Table  IV-1  lists  a  multi- 
mineral  tract  being  leased  in  the  Oil  Shale  Alternative  in 
1984.  This  would  not  be  Tract  C-ll  but  would  consti- 
tute an  additional  unspecified  multimineral  tract  over 


46.  OIL  SHALE  (25).  The  decision  to  reserve  the 
richest  oil  shale  deposits  until  recovery  technology  im- 
proves (Preferred  Alternative)  is  based  upon  a  technical 
research  note  done  by  the  "Rand  Corp."  for  the 
Department  of  Energy.  It  is  entitled  Land  Utilization 
Issues  for  Development  of  Piceance  Basin  Oil  Shale  and 
was  written  by  D.  A.  Rubenson  and  R.  Y.  Pei  in 
January  1983.  The  note  develops  an  analytical  meth- 
odology for  predicting  stripping  ratios  obtained  from 
oil  shale  surface  mines  and  the  efficiency  of  resource  ex- 
traction as  affected  by  lease  size.  The  note  concludes 
that  until  there  is  sufficient  industry  experience  to 
undertake  large  oil  shale  projects,  the  center  of  the 
Basin  should  be  reserved,  while  development  could  pro- 
ceed along  the  western  boundaries  of  the  Basin. 

47.  OIL  SHALE  -  Tract  Delineation  (27).  This  RMP 
establishes  a  framework  within  which  future  leasing  can 
take  place.  It  will  be  followed  by  a  tract  delineation 
process  with  site-specific  analysis  as  described  on  pages 
153  and  155  of  the  Draft. 

48.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  (27).  Compliance  with 
critical  environmental  and  socioeconomic  carrying 
capacities  will  be  a  factor  in  issuance  of  future  leases. 

49.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Analysis  (27,  61).  BLM  is  re- 
quired by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  and  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  to  assess  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  proposed  actions. 

BLM  performs  a  wide  range  of  air  quality  analyses  to 
serve  different  purposes;  not  all  of  these  are  "worst- 
case"  estimates.  BLM  uses  the  techniques  and  data 
which  are  most  appropriate  to  the  specific  decision  to  be 
made. 

Results  of  air  quality  analyses  and  other  environmental 
impact  projections  are,  and  will  continue  to  be,  a  major 
factor  in  BLM's  decisionmaking  process. 

50.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Carrying  Capacity  (27,  32,  41, 
61,  73).  The  concept  of  carrying  capacity  as  described  in 
the  RMP  does  not  represent  allocation  of  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  increments  in  the 
Piceance  Basin.  As  noted,  BLM  has  no  authority  to  per- 
form such  allocation.  The  carrying  capacity  figures 
would  be  used  as  guidelines  only.  If  site-specific  analysis 
of  a  particular  lease  or  project  indicated  exceedance  of 
the  guideline  carrying  capacity,  this  would  signal  the 
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need  for  further  or  more  sophisticated  analysis  by  BLM; 
it  would  not  be  a  de  facto  denial  of  the  proposed  lease  or 
project. 

PSD  increments,  as  utilized  in  all  BLM  air  quality 
analyses,  are  significance  criteria  only. 

51.  OIL  SHALE  -  Prototype  Tracts  C-ll  and  C-18 
(27).  Although  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  does  have 
the  authority  and  discretion  to  offer  Prototype  Tract 
C-18  for  lease,  it  is  highly  unlikely  it  would  be  bid  on  if 
offered.  Tract  C-18  is  currently  encumbered  with  an  ex- 
isting sodium  lease  held  by  Industrial  Resources,  Inc. 
(IRI).  IRI  has  submitted  a  recent  mine  plan  to  recover 
the  sodium  minerals.  Efforts  to  acquire  the  lease  from 
IRI  have  not  been  successful.  Prototype  Tract  C-18  has 
thus  been  omitted.  The  Preferred  Alternative  of  the 
Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Leasing  Program  recom- 
mended leasing  only  Tract  C-ll. 

52.  OIL  SHALE  -Leasing  (27,  28,  32,  36,  37,  55,  63, 
68,  77,  79,  C).  In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  additional 
oil  shale  tracts  would  be  leased  based  upon  demand  and 
the  progress  and  success  of  the  existing  prototype  and 
private  oil  shale  tracts.  Taking  these  factors  into  con- 
sideration, if  the  existing  tracts  were  not  successful  and 
progress  was  slow,  the  Bureau  would  not  be  inclined  to 
lease  new  oil  shale  tracts  without  some  type  of  new 
technology  being  proposed.  In  this  case,  a  research  tract 
could  possibly  be  offered  for  lease  instead.  Evaluation 
of  the  success  and  progress  of  the  existing  prototype  and 
private  oil  shale  tracts  would  include  an  evaluation  of 
the  mitigation  of  all  resources  and  the  reclamation 
aspects  of  those  projects.  This  method  of  offering  and 
evaluating  leases  does  not  preclude  future  oil  shale  leas- 
ing should  existing  federal  prototype  or  private  oil  shale 
tracts  fail. 

Until  the  prototype  tracts  are  proven  successful,  it 
would  be  impractical  to  offer  oil  shale  leases  at  world  oil 
prices.  Federal  subsidies  encourage  the  successful 
development  of  oil  shale  recovery  technology.  If  there 
were  no  federal  subsidies  and  the  demand  for  oil  was 
directed  to  oil  shale,  viable  oil  shale  projects  would  not 
be  in  place  to  meet  demand  and  oil  shale  production 
would  be  significantly  delayed. 

However,  if  the  prototype  tracts  proved  themselves 
commercially  viable,  then  oil  shale  leases  would  be  of- 
fered at  levels  closer  to  world  oil  prices  and  federal  sub- 
sidies would  decrease  or  be  eliminated  entirely.  Tracts  as 
they  exist   now   would   be   leased   competitively   and 


stipulations  added  to  the  lease  to  discourage  speculation 
on  the  tracts  by  industry. 

53.  MINERALS  -  Oil  Shale  Exchanges  (27,  39,  41,  48, 

61,  70,  73,  C).  In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  priority 
would  be  given  to  small  exchanges  of  federal  oil  shale 
acreages  that  would  allow  development  on  private  lands 
to  better  accommodate  a  particular  technology  and 
logical  land  use  pattern.  In  a  few  instances  this  may  in- 
volve some  of  the  small  irregular  tracts  of  private  lands 
that  could  restrict  private  development  of  oil  shale. 
However,  for  the  most  part,  exchanges  of  federal 
minerals  and  surface  for  scattered  private  lands  and 
minerals  would  not  be  in  the  public  interest  because 
much  of  the  land  being  offered  for  exchange  is  stream 
bottom  land  owned  or  privately  leased  by  ranchers  and 
BLM  is  not  set  up  to  manage  these  farmlands  in  their 
present  state.  Although  not  an  established  criterion, 
grazing  base  properties  could  be  considered  in  the  ex- 
change proposal,  since  federal  grazing  regulations  may 
allow  the  BLM  to  recognize  acquired  "base  properties" 
(43  CFR  4110.1-1). 

The  exchange  language  on  page  123  in  the  Current 
Management  Alternative  comes  from  Section  206  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of 
1976.  That  language  as  written  provides  for  the  general 
policy  and  direction  of  all  land  exchanges  and  is  ap- 
plicable to  all  of  the  RMP  alternatives.  The  Preferred 
Alternative,  in  order  to  meet  its  objectives,  further 
defines  this  exchange  language.  If  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  approved  then  it  will  be  implied  that 
FLPMA  has  been  applied  to  serve  the  public  interest.  In 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  small  acreage  exchanges  of  oil 
shale  are  therefore  in  the  public  interest. 

Similarly,  large-block  oil  shale  exchanges  of  federal 
lands  would  not  be  in  the  public  interest.  Large-scale  ex- 
changes could  complicate  land  use  management  if  con- 
trol of  oil  shale  development  were  removed  from  federal 
jurisdiction.  Large  land  exchanges  would  not  provide 
any  greater  opportunities  for  jobs  and  related  economic 
development  than  leasing  would.  Exchanges  may  reduce 
interest  in  future  leasing  of  oil  shale  tracts.  State  and 
local  people  could  lose  substantial  revenues  if  leasing 
were  foregone.  A  leasing  program  provides  significantly 
more  revenue  to  both  the  state  and  federal  governments. 
A  carefully  planned  leasing  program  would  generate 
maximum  bonus  bids;  50  percent  of  these  bids  are 
returned  to  the  state  to  mitigate  impacts  of  develop- 
ment. Once  development  begins,  a  royalty  is  paid  on 
resources  extracted,  and  once  again  50  percent  of  this 
revenue  is  returned  to  the  state.  Lands  developed 
through  exchanges  would  have  no  bonus  bids  to  provide 


181 


PART  B.  RESPONSES 


up-front  money  for  mitigation,  nor  would  federal  royal- 
ty revenues  be  provided.  The  present  land  ownership 
pattern  is  such  that  the  federal  government  can  generate 
maximum  interest  in  future  competitive  lease  sales.  In 
addition,  lands  presently  controlled  by  the  government 
offer  no  shortage  of  tracts  which  could  be  leased  to  meet 
foreseeable  demand  in  the  future.  Therefore,  by  con- 
summating large-scale  land  exchanges  in  the  Basin,  the 
federal  government  could  reduce  competitive  interest  in 
future  oil  shale  leases. 

Private  development  on  exchanged  lands  would  not  be 
subject  to  federal  authority  requiring  the  implementa- 
tion of  mitigating  measures.  Impacts  could  adversely 
affect  resources  on  adjacent  public  lands.  Given  the  cur- 
rent land  pattern  in  the  Piceance  Basin  and  the  fact  that 
83  percent  of  the  Basin's  minerals  are  managed  by 
BLM,  the  Bureau  is  in  a  unique  position  to  influence 
and  direct  development  throughout  the  Piceance  Basin 
through  land-use  planning  processes  and  resource  man- 
agement policies.  Making  large  blocks  of  land  available 
to  the  private  sector  in  the  Basin  would  reduce  this 
capability.  Such  an  action  would  clearly  not  be  in  the 
public  interest. 

Because  the  Preferred  Alternative  allows  small 
exchanges  to  assist  private  oil  shale  development,  ex- 
changes of  that  type  would  have  the  same  environ- 
mental effect  as  if  the  federal  government  had  leased  a 
federal  oil  shale  tract.  In  essence,  later  federal  leases 
would  have  to  compete  with  private  development  (made 
possible  by  the  exchange)  for  air  quality  and  other  envi- 
ronmental increments  available. 

Environmental  impacts  from  the  private  development 
could  preclude  future  federal  lease  development  on  the 
exchanged  lands  the  federal  government  received.  There- 
fore such  exchanges,  if  consummated,  would  be  counted 
against  the  carrying  capacity  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

54.  OIL  SHALE  -  Management  Priority  Areas  (27,  39, 
41,  61,  67).  The  definition  of  underground  oil  shale 
mining,  as  used  in  the  text,  includes  true  in-situ  and 
modified  in-situ  methods  that  could  be  used  in  the  open 
pit  zone  if  such  methods  were  preferred  by  industry, 
particularly  in  the  area  of  the  open  pit  zone  where  over- 
burden depths  are  in  excess  of  1,000  feet.  The  use  of 
underground  mining  methods  in  the  open  pit  zone 
would  not  be  in  conflict  with  open  pit  extraction  if  the 
open  pit  mining  method  was  not  precluded  by  under- 
ground development  and  sufficient  interburden  existed 
to  make  both  methodologies  technologically  and  eco- 
nomically feasible. 


Nondesignation  of  specific  oil  shale  mining  method 
zones  would  result  in  a  piecemeal  development  ap- 
proach, with  numerous  conflicts  and  significant  losses 
of  recoverable  resources.  Designation  of  oil  shale  ex- 
traction zones  by  general  criteria  allows  industry  greater 
flexibility  and  larger  zones  in  which  to  apply  the  criteria 
they  feel  are  important  to  locate  a  particular  oil  shale 
operation  and  provide  orderly  development  of  the 
resource.  Although  the  oil  shale  management  priority 
area  (MP A)  delineations  are  different  than  the  Rand 
Note  oil  shale  delineations  (Land  Utilization  Issues  for 
Development  of  Piceance  Basin  Oil  Shale  by  D.S. 
Rubenson  and  R.Y.  Pei  January  1983),  the  oil  shale 
MP  As  do  incorporate  the  Rand  Note  concepts  for  oil 
shale  development  and  recommendations  for  the  multi- 
mineral  zone.  The  Rand  Note  states,  on  page  28,  "It 
would  therefore  be  prudent  for  the  government  to 
develop  objectives  for  the  resource  and  implement 
policies  aimed  at  accomplishing  those  objectives."  The 
development  of  the  three  oil  shale  management  priority 
areas  is  a  refinement  of  the  zones  delineated  by  the 
Rand  Note  and  helps  establish  the  objectives  and 
policies  to  direct  development  of  the  oil  shale  resource. 
Reserving  the  multimineral  zone  until  recovery  technol- 
ogy is  proven  represents  yet  another  recommendation 
from  the  Rand  Note  which  has  been  incorporated  into 
the  RMP.  To  encourage  multimineral  development  at 
this  time  could  result  in  significant  losses  of  the  oil  shale 
and  saline  minerals  that  occur  there. 

55.  OIL  SHALE  -  Exchanges  (27,  77,  D).  Until  multi- 
ple mineral  extraction  and  mining  techniques  are  proven 
feasible,  the  Bureau  will  not  encourage  exchange  of 
small  acreages  of  oil  shale  lands  in  the  multimineral 
zone  even  if  it  would  assist  private  oil  shale  develop- 
ment. However,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  make 
it  possible  for  oil  shale  lands  to  be  leased  or  exchanged 
for  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the 
multiple  mineral  zone;  in  this  document  see  the  text 
changes  for  pages  155  and  156  of  the  Draft  RMP  for 
further  clarification. 

56.  UTILITY  CORRIDORS  (27,  41,  61,  D).  Although 
the  designated  corridors  may  affect  private  lands,  there 
is  flexibility  within  each  corridor  to  adjust  the  location 
of  any  pipeline,  transmission  line,  or  road  right-of-way 
around  most  private  lands. 

Corridors  are  not  compatible  with  open  pit  mining. 
That  is  why,  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  corridors  are 
designated  only  to  the  boundary  of  the  open  pit  zone. 
Within  the  open  pit  zone,  any  utility,  pipeline,  or  road 
rights-of-way  would  be  delineated  by  criteria  that  would 
have  the  least  effect  upon  the  open  pit  zone.  The  criteria 
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would  be  based  on  input  provided  by  BLM,  industry, 
environmental  groups,  and  the  public  when  the  open  pit 
development  occurred  and  a  conflict  with  major  right- 
of-way  development  arose.  Current  uses  of  existing 
rights-of-way  are  defined  in  the  Draft  on  pages  120  and 
121  of  the  Current  Management  Alternative,  pages  134 
and  135  of  the  Wildlife  Alternative,  and  pages  163 
through  165  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

57.  ALTERNATIVE  MAPS  (27).  Shell  Mineral 
Corporation  points  out  that  their  Bar  D  Ranch  fee  prop- 
erty is  shown  erroneously  on  the  Alternative  maps  (Cur- 
rent Management,  Wildlife,  Oil  Shale,  and  Preferred). 
BLM  proposes  management  actions  inconsistent  with 
BLM's  ownership  rights.  Shell  owns  the  surface  and 
saline  minerals  on  Bar  D  Ranch  property  (640  acres), 
while  BLM  manages  the  oil  and  gas  and  oil  shale 
minerals.  The  process  of  developing  the  alternative 
maps  in  the  computer  system  resulted  in  identification 
of  management  priorities  on  lands  in  which  BLM  had 
any  type  of  ownership  interest,  but  it  was  discovered 
after  printing  that,  on  the  Bar  D  Ranch  property,  sur- 
face management  was  proposed  where  BLM  did  not 
have  surface  rights  and  mineral  management  was  pro- 
posed where  BLM  did  not  have  all  minerals.  Therefore, 
on  the  Current  Management,  Wildlife,  and  Preferred 
Alternatives,  the  management  priorities  for  livestock 
grazing  and  recreation  should  not  be  shown  where  BLM 
has  only  oil  shale  and  oil  and  gas  rights;  instead,  an  oil 
and  gas  management  priority  should  be  shown.  In  the 
Oil  Shale  Alternative,  the  same  640  acres  is  shown  as  a 
multimineral  priority  for  oil  shale  but  should  appear  as 
an  oil  shale  open  pit  priority  area.  The  automated  proc- 
ess for  developing  alternative  maps  has  been  modified 
to  correct  this  error. 

58.  MANDATORY  PROTECTION  AREAS  (27,  54, 

61).  Laws  and  regulations  require  special  management 
of  the  wildlife  and  cultural  resources  included  in  the 
Mandatory  Protection  Areas.  BLM  has  identified  im- 
portant sites  and  assigned  no-surface-occupancy  and 
seasonal  restrictions  as  a  management  tool.  This 
management  approach  has  been  approved  as  adequate 
by  the  regulatory  agencies  enforcing  these  laws  and 
regulations.  Exceptions,  under  certain  conditions,  are 
permitted  or  will  be  approved  in  the  near  future,  but 
these  will  be  used  only  in  emergency  situations  under 
authorization  from  the  appropriate  regulatory  agency. 

59.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Requirements  (28,  37,  55,  63, 
79).  BLM  has  ongoing  monitoring  programs  to  obtain 
data  for  realistic  air  quality  modeling.  BLM  does  not 
have  the  authority  to  either  define  or  enforce  Best 
Available  Control  Technology  requirements. 


60.  OIL  SHALE  -  Off-site  Leases  (28,  63,  70,  77,  79). 
Given  the  logistics  and  size  of  an  open  pit  mine  such  as 
that  proposed  by  Prototype  Tract  C-a,  an  off-site  lease 
tract  is  necessary  for  spent  shale  disposal.  Additional 
offtract  lease  sites  were  not  anticipated  for  any  of  the 
assumed  open  pit  mines  in  the  alternatives.  Additional 
offtract  leases  would  be  analyzed  in  a  separate  EIS  and 
would  require  a  change  in  the  current  Federal  regula- 
tions for  prototype  oil  shale  leasing  before  considera- 
tion (if  larger  than  320  acres).  This  is  why  offtract  oil 
shale  leases  (with  the  exception  of  C-a  tract's  off-site 
proposal)  are  not  considered  in  detail  in  the  RMP. 

61.  MANAGEMENT  PRIORITY  AREAS  (28,  63,  79, 
B).  Management  Priority  Area  (MP A)  development  is 
based  upon  a  knowledge  of  the  general  location  of  each 
resource  element  and  the  potential  for  different  levels  of 
development.  To  evaluate  each  MP  A  based  upon  site- 
specific  data,  as  suggested  by  the  comments,  would  be 
well  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP.  Detailed  analysis 
involving  site  specifics  for  each  resource  will  be  consid- 
ered at  the  activity  plan  level.  This  requires  a  site-specific 
environmental  impact  statement  or  environmental 
analysis  directed  at  assessing  a  proposed  management 
scenario  for  its  suitability  or  impacts  upon  other 
resources.  For  more  information  concerning  acreages  of 
MP  As,  refer  to  response  number  4  and  the  reference  to 
the  text  contained  there. 

62.  OIL  SHALE  -  Stipulations  (28,  55,  63,  79,  C). 
Standard  lease  stipulations  for  oil  shale  tracts  will  even- 
tually come  from  the  Programmatic  Oil  Shale  Leasing 
Program,  which  is  still  being  developed.  The  standard 
stipulations  will  be  built  upon  the  foundation  estab- 
lished by  the  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Program  and  all  the 
associated  environmental  and  sociological  research 
efforts. 

63.  COAL  LEASING  -  Carrying  Capacity  (28,  63,  79). 
Coal  lease  tracts  were  not  identified  as  a  part  of  the  car- 
rying capacity  because  the  likelihood  of  coal  develop- 
ment in  the  northwestern  part  of  the  Basin  is  extremely 
low.  Development  of  the  limited  coal  reserves  was  deter- 
mined not  to  significantly  affect  resources  identified  in 
the  carrying  capacity  concept.  This  decision  was  based 
on  the  absence  of  coal  processing  facilities,  compared  to 
the  oil  shale  retorting  and  upgrading  facilities  that 
would  be  a  major  source  of  impacts  to  the  carrying 
capacity  thresholds. 

64.  OIL  AND  GAS  -  Special  Management  Areas  (28, 
63,  79).  The  one  special  management  area  that  was 
designated  does  not  conflict  with  any  known  geological 
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structures.  The  rationale  for  proposed  protection  of 
these  areas  is  stated  in  response  numbers  5,  15,  and  36. 


through  specific  range  improvement  projects  or  other 
means. 


65.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  -  Protection 
(28,  63,  79).  Under  the  Proposed  Plan  (Preferred 
Alternative),  the  designated  Soldier  Creek  ACEC  bound- 
ary will  receive  protection  along  with  all  known  locations 
of  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  species  and  selected  oc- 
currences of  remnant  vegetation  associations,  under 
avoidance  or  no-surface-occupancy  stipulations  at  the 
leasing  stage  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing  Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment 
(USDI,  BLM  1982).  This  would  require  updating  of  the 
Umbrella  EA  to  reflect  necessary  and  justifiable  changes 
to  existing  and/or  additional  stipulations  to  protect  other 
resource  values  as  a  result  of  the  analysis  in  the  RMP. 

66.  HYDROLOGY  -  Sensitive  Watersheds  and 
Groundwater  (28,  63,  79).  In  the  Citizens  Alternative, 
sensitive  watersheds  would  be  identified  through  water- 
shed management  plans,  as  needed,  in  the  Piceance 
Basin.  Watershed  management  plans  are  currently  being 
developed  for  the  rest  of  the  White  River  Resource  Area 
because  these  areas  have  a  much  larger  salinity  and  ero- 
sion impact  on  the  Colorado  River  system.  At  present 
the  entire  hydrologic  system  in  the  Piceance  Basin  is 
considered  sensitive.  Any  one  given  watershed  area  can- 
not be  considered  any  more  sensitive  than  any  other 
area  within  the  Basin  until  site-specific  watershed 
management  plans  are  developed  with  emphasis  on  the 
types  of  resource  development  possible  within  each 
watershed. 

Protective  measures  for  groundwater  in  the  state  of 
Colorado  are  being  reviewed  by  state  and  federal  agen- 
cies to  establish  policy  and  regulations  for  use,  protec- 
tion, and  development.  Presently,  the  state  of  Colorado 
administers  the  groundwater  in  the  state. 

67.  GRAZING  -  Special  Management  Areas  (28,  63, 
64,  79).  BLM  has  the  authority  to  adjust  forage  alloca- 
tion as  well  as  to  fence  off  areas  on  designated  special 
management  areas  (SMAs),  when  deemed  necessary,  in 
order  to  ensure  protection  of  significant  elements.  As 
stated  in  the  RMP,  only  a  portion  of  the  proposed 
Soldier  Creek  SMA  would  be  designated  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  As  a  result  of  BLM  analysis  on 
the  proposed  Soldier  Creek  SMA,  it  was  determined 
that  neither  a  reduction  in  existing  livestock  grazing  or 
the  use  of  fencing  was  necessary  to  ensure  maintenance 
of  the  significant  elements  present.  If  such  a  manage- 
ment option  had  been  selected,  affected  ranchers  could 
have  been  compensated  for  lost  or  displaced  forage 


68.  RANGE  MANAGEMENT  (28,  63,  79,  C).  The 
Rangeland  Program  Summary  for  the  White  River  Re- 
source Area  (USDI,  BLM  1981)  should  be  consulted,  in 
addition  to  the  Proposed  Grazing  Management  Program 
for  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Draft  and  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (USDI,  BLM  1980). 
These  documents  give  detailed  information  on  the 
livestock  grazing  program  in  terms  of  range  monitoring, 
AUM  adjustments,  and  conflict  management. 

69.  WILDLIFE  -  Mitigation  (28,  63,  79).  Restrictions 
would  be  placed  on  oil  shale  development  to  replace 
wildlife  habitat  and  mitigate  forage  losses  occurring 
over  the  project  duration.  Restrictions  would  also  be  en- 
forced to  mitigate  other  forms  of  impacts  —  human  en- 
croachment, direct  wildlife  mortality,  and  secondary 
offtract  impacts.  These  restrictions  would  attempt  to 
minimize  impacts  to  wildlife,  but,  realistically,  they 
would  not  totally  eliminate  these  impacts.  Although  100 
percent  success  in  mitigation  is  desirable,  it  is  not  at- 
tainable. There  will  always  be  some  loss  of  habitat. 

70.  WDLDLIFE  (28,  55,  63,  79,  C).  Surface  mining  for 
multimineral  recovery  is  not  permitted  in  a  wildlife 
management  priority  area.  Open  pit  mining  for  oil  shale 
has  also  been  identified  as  an  excluded  (incompatible) 
use.  Included  with  this  excluded  use  is  the  associated 
surface  disposal  of  spent  shale. 

Surface  disposal  of  overburden  and  spent  shale 
associated  with  underground  technology  was  evaluated 
and  determined  compatible  with  stipulations  in  a 
wildlife  management  priority  area.  The  uncertainties 
and  deficiencies  of  long-term,  large-scale  spent  shale 
pile  reclamation  have  been  considered  and  have  been 
described  in  detail  in  USDI,  BLM  (1983c)  pages  145, 
152,  and  192-199. 

Where  present  spent  shale  reclamation  technology  can- 
not provide  wildlife  habitat  equal  in  quantity  and  quali- 
ty to  that  destroyed  or  damaged,  implementation  of  off- 
site  habitat  improvement  projects,  in  addition  to  site 
reclamation,  will  be  necessary  to  mitigate  forage  loss 
and  maintain  present  carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat 
for  wildlife  use.  Additional  research,  as  the  oil  shale 
industry  expands,  will  be  necessary  to  increase  and  ex- 
pand reclamation  technology  to  improve  the  success  of 
reclamation  for  wildlife  and  to  minimize  the  need  for 
off -site  projects  in  addition  to  site  reclamation.  Issuance 
of  future  leases  will  be  based  upon  the  success  of 
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existing  federal  leases,  which  includes  adequate  develop- 
ment of  reclamation  practices. 

With  these  criteria  in  mind,  it  is  believed  that  the  subject 
actions  can  be  compatible  in  a  wildlife  management 
priority  area. 

71.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREA  DESIGNA- 
TION -  Yellow  Creek  Basin  (28,  63,  79).  The  Yellow 
Creek  Basin  was  evaluated  by  wildlife  specialists  for 
consideration  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  It  was  not  included  in  this  RMP  because  it  was 
determined  that  the  wildlife  values  could  be  adequately 
protected  through  present  multiple-use  management  ac- 
tions and  did  not  require  special  management  area 
designation. 

72.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  -  Protection  (28,  63, 
79).  The  effects  of  road  building  are  addressed  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  as  are  the  effects  of  any  construction 
that  may  potentially  affect  cultural  resources.  If  it  is 
determined  that  an  indirect  result  of  an  action  may  be 
increased  vandalism  or  other  adverse  impacts,  the 
Bureau  has  a  wide  range  of  administrative  actions  or 
special  stipulations  that  may  be  applied  to  the  site- 
specific  action  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts.  These  ac- 
tions may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  denying  the 
permit  to  construct  the  proposed  action  (be  it  a  road  or 
any  other  project);  limiting  access  by  the  use  of  protec- 
tive fences  and/or  gates;  developing  public  interpreta- 
tion material  and  sites  for  public  education  purposes;  or 
data  recovery  excavation,  analysis,  and  publication  of 
results  for  dissemination  to  concerned  professionals  and 
public  education  institutions. 

These  actions  may  be  undertaken  after  consultation 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  as  the  sig- 
nificance of  the  cultural  resources  warrants  (36  CFR 
800). 

73.  COMMUNITY  EXPANSION  (28,  63,  79).  If 
development  were  to  occur  outside  existing  com- 
munities, logical  sites  such  as  White  River  City  and  Rio 
Blanco  would  be  considered  for  increased  development. 
These  sites  would  be  the  first  logical  choices,  since  rural 
development  is  present  or  has  occurred  at  these  sites  in 
the  past.  Resource  constraints  would  be  considered  at 
these  sites  if  they  were  chosen  for  development. 

74.  OIL  AND  GAS  -  No  Surface  Occupancy  (30).  This 
comment  expresses  concerns  which  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP.  These  concerns  can 


be  addressed  only  at  the  activity  planning  or  site-specific 
level  of  analysis. 

75.  HYDROLOGY  -  Water  Quality  (63,  78).  Water 
quality  in  the  state  of  Colorado  is  not  "projected"  by 
the  State  Department  of  Health.  Standards  for  water 
quality  for  specific  stream  segments  have  been  estab- 
lished in  the  Colorado  Northwest  208  Plan. 

76.  GRAZING  -  Plan  Inclusion  (31,  B).  Recently  com- 
pleted planning  efforts  that  were  incorporated  into  this 
RMP  are  listed  and  briefly  summarized  on  pages  19-20 
of  the  Draft.  These  referenced  plans  are  described  in 
adequate  detail  for  the  purpose  of  this  RMP  in  Chapter 
III,  Current  Management  Alternative,  under  their 
respective  resource  headings.  The  plans  were  evaluated 
prior  to  inclusion  into  the  RMP  and  complete  reanalysis 
or  updating  was  determined  unnecessary.  For  additional 
information,  please  refer  to  response  number  68. 

77.  HYDROLOGY  (32).  The  Underground  Injection 
Control  Program  is  applicable  to  in-situ  oil  shale  and 
the  Intercepted  Groundwater  Policy  of  the  Salinity 
Forum  applies  to  all  mining  encountering  groundwater, 
and  are  incorporated  by  reference  within  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.  Therefore,  these  standards  ensure 
the  groundwater  resources  would  be  protected  and  ad- 
dressed as  site-specific  oil  shale  EISs  or  leasing  occurs. 

78.  HYDROLOGY  (32).  In  some  cases,  stream  quality 
could  not  be  improved  because  of  natural  conditions 
beyond  BLM's  control.  In  these  cases,  BLM  would  pro- 
tect these  streams  from  further  degradation. 

Monitoring  plans  will  be  tailored  to  the  site-specific 
mining  or  development  actions  for  short-term  and  long- 
term  impacts.  BLM  plans  to  increase  and  improve  the 
level  of  mitigation  and  monitoring  for  each  action  in  the 
Piceance  Basin. 

79.  TEXT  MISINTERPRETATION  (36).  This  com- 
ment seems  to  reflect  a  misinterpretation  of  the 
referenced  statement.  The  commentor  is  encouraged  to 
reread  it.  The  text  is  self-explanatory. 

80.  OIL  SHALE  -  General  (33).  Efforts  to  develop  oil 
shale  are  the  direct  result  of  declining  world  conven- 
tional oil  reserves.  As  world  oil  reserves  decline,  the 
feasibility  of  developing  oil  shale  resources  will  increase. 
Eventually,  oil  shale  leases  may  be  the  only  source  of  oil 
left  in  the  world.  Natural  gas  cannot  produce  or  match 
the  number  of  products  that  can  synthetically  be  pro- 
duced from  oil.  Numerous  plastics,  fibers,  medicines, 
and  industrial  lubricants  can  be  produced  only  from  oil. 
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81.  VISUAL  RESOURCES  -  Impacts  (28,  55,  63,  79). 
All  of  the  alternatives  entail  possible  significant  impacts 
to  visibility.  Even  with  no  additional  leasing,  the  ex- 
isting prototype  projects  and  private  operations  would 
impact  existing  visibility.  One  reason  for  this  is  that 
areas  with  high  visibility  are  more  sensitive  to  small  in- 
creases in  ambient  levels  of  the  sulfates  and  other  small 
particulate  matter  responsible  for  light  scattering  than 
are  areas  with  lower  visibility. 

82.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (37).  The  Bureau  cannot  and  will  not 
authorize  any  activity  which  would  violate  applicable 
federal,  state,  or  local  air  quality  regulations.  The  RMP 
analysis  indicated  only  a  possibility  that  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  increments  may  be  ex- 
ceeded under  the  development  outlined  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  based  upon  preliminary  analysis.  Actual 
leasing  will  depend  on  further,  more  accurate  and 
sophisticated  analyses  performed  for  specific  leases  and 
projects.  These  later  analyses,  as  well  as  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  permitting  procedures,  assure 
compliance  with  regulations  and  maintenance  of 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  and  PSD 
standards. 

The  RMP  recognizes  the  potential  for  irreversible  or 
irretrievable  air  quality  impacts  due  to  established 
urbanization  in  the  area;  see  Chapter  IV  of  the  Draft, 
"Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Re- 
sources" section,  page  233. 

83.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (37,  68,  C).  The  passage  in  question  refers 
to  the  air  as  a  resource  in  and  of  itself,  not  to  the 
secondary  impacts  caused  by  pollution  of  it.  Although 
the  impacts  of  acid  deposition,  if  determined,  may  be 
significant  over  either  the  short  or  long  term,  the  air 
itself  would  eventually  regain  its  present  quality  once 
development  ceased.  The  purpose  of  the  third  para- 
graph on  page  169,  column  1,  is  to  discuss  irreversible 
impacts  to  the  air  resource.  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  air  quality  increments  are  restric- 
tive and  are  designed  to  prevent  significant  deterioration 
of  existing  good  quality  air.  A  predictive  total  consump- 
tion of  a  PSD  increment  would  not  necessarily  mean  a 
total  ambient  concentration  high  enough  to  endanger 
any  plant  or  animal  species.  Bureau  impact  analyses  in 
the  Piceance  Basin  to  date  have  not  predicted  any  am- 
bient concentrations  high  enough  to  damage  plant  or 
animal  life. 

84.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Assumptions  (37).  The  Putnam, 
Hayes,  and  Bartlett  study  included  all  the  sources  listed 


except  regional  population  increases.  While  this  may 
arguably  be  a  deficiency,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  study 
represents  the  best  source  of  information  available  for 
arriving  at  carrying  capacity  estimates. 

85.  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  -  Funding 
(37).  The  process  of  establishing  grazing  fees  involves  a 
separate  system  completely  unrelated  to  funding  for 
RMP  implementation.  This  Resource  Management  Plan 
can  be  implemented.  However,  the  rate  of  implementa- 
tion will  depend  on  resource  priorities  assigned  in  the 
forthcoming  RMP  Decision  Document  and  on  the 
amount  of  funding  this  office  receives. 

86.  FORESTRY  -  Timber  and  Firewood  Sales  (37).  In 
the  White  River  Resource  Area,  Douglas  fir  sawtimber 
and  pinyon-juniper  firewood  are  sold  on  a  commercial 
basis.  Firewood  of  all  species  (primarily  pinyon  and 
juniper)  is  sold  on  an  individual  basis.  All  requests  for 
individual  harvesting  of  firewood  are  met,  and  demand 
is  not  significant.  From  1982  through  1984,  approx- 
imately 150  permits  for  500  cords  of  firewood  were 
issued  annually  to  residents  of  Meeker,  Rangely,  Rifle, 
and  other  nearby  communities. 

The  demand  for  Douglas  fir  sawtimber  currently  is  at- 
tributable only  to  Moyer's  Sawmill  of  Meeker.  Douglas 
fir  is  utilized  for  heavy  dimension  lumber  and  bridge 
planking,  a  use  for  which  no  other  species  of  wood  in 
this  region  is  acceptable.  Approximately  150,000  to 
250,000  board  feet  are  required  on  an  annual  basis. 

The  commercial  demand  for  pinyon-juniper  firewood  is 
considered  to  exceed  the  current  annual  allowable 
harvest  level  of  2,500  cords  (as  identified  in  the  White 
River  Resource  Area  Forest  Management  Plan).  In  the 
past  three  years,  every  firewood  sale  offered  has  been 
sold  at  or  above  the  appraised  value,  and  not  all  persons 
desiring  a  sale  have  been  able  to  purchase  one. 

87.  FORESTRY  -  Expenditures/Income  (37).  In  Fiscal 
Year  1984  (October  1,  1983,  to  September  30,  1984),  the 
White  River  Resource  Area  expended  $27,000  on  the 
forestry  program.  Timber  sales  (commercial  plus  in- 
dividual) generated  income  and  accounts  receivable  of 
$44,089.12,  for  a  net  income  of  $17,089.12  and  a 
benefit/cost  ratio  of  1.63  to  1. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1983  (October  1,  1982,  to  September  30, 
1983),  the  White  River  Resource  Area  expended  $24,415 
on  the  forestry  program.  Timber  sales  (commercial  and 
individual)  generated  income  and  accounts  receivable  of 
$36,803.55,  for  net  income  of  $12,388.55  and  a  benefit/ 
cost  ratio  of  1 .48  to  1 . 
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In  Fiscal  Year  1982  (October  1,  1981,  to  September  30, 
1982),  the  White  River  Resource  Area  expended  $51,100 
on  the  forestry  program.  Timber  sales  (commercial  plus 
individual)  generated  income  and  accounts  receivable  of 
$27,113.10,  for  a  benefit/cost  ratio  of  .53  to  1. 

88.  RECLAMATION  -  Spent  Shale  (37).  Spent  shale 
can  be  reclaimed  either  directly  or  indirectly.  Direct 
methods  include  leaching  of  the  spent  shale  and  amend- 
ing it  with  fertilizer  and  mulch.  Indirect  methods  in- 
clude covering  the  spent  shale  with  a  capillary  barrier  to 
prevent  leaching  of  toxic  elements  and  then  covering  the 
capillary  barrier  with  layers  of  topsoil.  The  topsoil  can 
then  be  seeded  and  reclaimed.  There  are  numerous  ar- 
ticles that  have  been  written  on  the  reclamation  of  spent 
shale.  Reclamation  research  has  been  conducted  since 
1973,  when  the  first  oil  shale  tracts  were  leased. 

89.  WILDLIFE  -  Nonnative  Plant  Use  (37).  Wildlife 
use  of  nonnative  plants  has  not  been  evaluated  com- 
pletely. Plant  utilization  will  depend  on  wildlife 
preference  and  plant  palatability,  which  varies 
significantly  among  species.  Unpalatable  nonnative 
plants  selected  for  soil  stability  purposes  may  not  be 
consumed  by  wildlife.  However,  if  they  are  of  sufficient 
height,  they  may  provide  escape  and  thermal  cover. 

90.  BENEFITS  -  Quantifiable  (37).  Benefits  have  been 
quantified  where  possible  in  this  RMP  for  comparative 
purposes.  It  remains  difficult  to  compare  quantified 
benefits  when  standards  for  assessment  are  not  identical 
(e.g.,  do  3  cows  equal  20  trees?).  Such  comparative  situ- 
ations require  professional  judgment  based  on  policy, 
law,  guidelines,  and  resource  supply  and  demand. 

91.  GRAZING  -  Impact  Analysis  (37).  The  Proposed 
Grazing  Management  Program  for  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  Draft  EIS  (USDI,  BLM  1980)  on  grazing 
was  approved  and  finalized  in  1981  and  its  decisions 
have  been  incorporated  into  the  resource  management 
plan.  Those  impacts  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS  on  graz- 
ing are  continually  being  monitored  and  are  considered 
pertinent  to  this  EIS.  Since  the  livestock  grazing  impacts 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS  are  current,  these  impact 
assessments  were  not  repeated  in  the  RMP.  Beneficial 
effects  attributed  to  livestock  grazing  are  numerous. 
Examples  include  reduced  fire  hazards,  utilization  of 
rangeland  forage  production,  and  production  of  red 
meat  for  human  consumption.  For  additional  informa- 
tion please  refer  to  responses  68  and  76. 

92.  SOCIAL/ECONOMICS  -  Work  Force  (37).  Stud- 
ies show  that  when  a  high-paying,  low-skill  industry 
such  as  mining  enters  an  area  where  wages  are  generally 


low,  it  tends  to  draw  low-paid  workers  who  have 
transferable  skills  from  the  local  labor  pool,  forcing 
local  employers  to  raise  wages  or  hire  formerly  less 
preferred  workers  willing  to  work  at  lower  rates. 

93.  OIL  SHALE  -  Mining  Claims  Validity  (39,  B,  C). 
Evaluation  of  oil  shale  claims  is  an  ongoing  process. 
Over  the  years,  numerous  claims  have  been  contested  by 
BLM  and  a  few  have  gone  to  patent.  Until  a  precedent  is 
established  concerning  the  validity  of  the  claims,  many 
claims  are  expected  to  remain  tied  up  in  the  courts  for 
many  years. 

In  August  of  1984,  a  decision  concerning  132  oil  shale 
claims  (involving  21,000  acres  of  public  land)  west  of 
Prototype  Tract  C-a  invalidated  many  of  these  claims. 
The  decision  is  currently  in  appeal. 

Because  the  validity  of  these  claims  is  in  the  process  of 
being  contested  or  appealed,  resource  decisions  that 
would  affect  the  value  or  minability  of  the  resources,  as 
noted  in  the  comment,  have  been  deferred  (Draft  RMP/ 
EIS,  page  79,  Column  2,  paragraph  2).  Leasing  the 
areas  for  oil  shale  development  has  also  been  deferred 
until  the  status  of  the  lands  is  resolved. 

Mining  claim  conflicts  with  special  management  areas 
(SMAs)  were  identified  because  the  impact  of  patent  on 
any  proposed  SMA  would  be  significant.  Patent  of  min- 
ing claims  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact 
on  the  other  resources  unless  a  large  majority  of  the 
claims  were  patented.  Should  a  final  decision  be  made 
and  the  mining  claims  be  invalidated,  the  SMAs  would 
be  reviewed  again  for  potential  designation.  Until  then, 
other  measures  to  protect  the  areas  will  be  used;  see 
response  numbers  5  and  33. 

94.  OIL  SHALE  -  Open  Pit  Zone  (39,  C).  In  Figure 
III— 17,  the  "open  pit  area"  is  that  part  of  the  Piceance 
Basin  where  the  ratio  of  "overburden"  (the  material 
from  the  ground  surface  to  the  top  of  the  Mahogany 
Zone  measured  vertically)  to  "ore"  (the  vertical  thick- 
ness of  oil  shale  beneath  the  "A"  groove  yielding  at 
least  25  gallons  per  ton  over  at  least  a  10-foot  interval)  is 
equal  to,  or  less  than,  1:1.  This  map  was  originally 
derived  by  George  L.  Snyder  in  1975  based  on  isopach- 
ous  mapping  by  C.  William  Keighin  and  J.  R.  Donnell 
in  1975  and  A.  C.  Austin  in  1971. 

Delineation  of  the  open  pit  zone  did  not  consider  the 
average  yield  at  other  cutoff  grades,  retorting  technol- 
ogy, maximum  overburden,  waste  to  ore  ratio,  and 
disposal  costs.  This  is  because  these  factors  are  highly 
variable  and  dependent  upon  current  oil  prices.  Figure 
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III- 17  illustrates  one  possible  open  pit  zone  based  only 
on  one  of  an  infinite  combination  of  the  factors  critical 
to  the  choice  of  open  pit  or  underground  mining. 

With  the  exception  of  the  multimineral  zone,  there  is 
enough  variability  of  the  factors  (for  open  pit  criteria) 
suggested  to  meet  the  needs  of  any  open  pit  mine  opera- 
tion industry  might  propose.  Use  of  additional  criteria 
(other  than  requiring  a  favorable  stripping  ratio  and 
specifying  25  gallons  per  ton  for  at  least  a  10-foot  in- 
terval) would  unnecessarily  restrict  private  industry 
options  for  open  pit  mining. 

Portions  of  the  open  pit  zone  contain  over  1 ,000  feet  of 
overburden,  making  them  impractical  to  economically 
mine  by  present  open  pit  technology.  These  areas  were 
left  in  the  zone  because  most  other  portions  of  the  zone 
contain  much  less  overburden  and  an  open  pit  oil  shale 
tract  such  as  C-a  (which  averages  approximately  400 
feet  of  overburden)  could  possibly  migrate  from  areas 
of  lesser  to  thicker  overburden.  An  existing  pit  migrat- 
ing to  a  region  of  thicker  overburden  could  result  in  the 
removal  of  the  thicker  overburden  being  more  econom- 
ically feasible.  In  addition,  open  pit  technology  could 
progress,  making  removal  of  thicker  overburden  more 
feasible. 

95.  GRAZING  REDUCTIONS  -  Segar  Gulch  and  Cow 
Creek  Allotments  (40).  These  concerns  were  clarified 
and  resolved  through  consultation  with  the  commentor. 

96.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREA  -  Lower  Hay 
Gulch  Designation  (40).  Designation  of  Lower  Hay 
Gulch  as  a  special  management  area  (SMA)  and  exclu- 
sion of  livestock  grazing  would  result  only  if  the  Wildlife 
Alternative  was  selected.  However,  designation  would 
not  occur  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Preferred  Alternative), 
since  alternate  management  recommendations  were 
developed  to  allow  livestock  grazing  while  providing  ade- 
quate protection  to  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  and 
remnant  vegetation  associations. 

Site  analysis  showed  exclusion  of  grazing  was  un- 
necessary, since  the  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  and 
vegetation  associations  recommended  for  protection  oc- 
cur on  steep  slopes  where  minimal  livestock  use  occurs. 
Protection  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plants  and  rem- 
nant vegetation  associations  through  application  of  the 
avoidance  stipulations  on  all  pertinent  land  use 
authorizations  would  not  adversely  affect  livestock  use 
or  management  in  this  area.  Therefore,  BLM's  recom- 
mendations under  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
conflict  with  the  present  livestock  operation. 


97.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  -  Concept  (27,  41).  The 
carrying  capacity  concept  provides  a  quantitative 
management  tool  for  leasing  based  on  multiple-use  ob- 
jectives. The  four  resource  thresholds  included  in  this 
concept  are  the  resources  identified  as  most  likely  to  be 
affected  by  oil  shale  development.  Continuous  monitor- 
ing of  actual  development  activities  maintains  a  realistic 
representation  of  the  current  situation.  Success  of 
mitigation  is  a  factor  included  in  this  evaluation. 

98.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  -  Conformance  with 
Multiple-Use  Management  (27,  41,  73).  The  carrying 
capacity  concept  complies  with  the  multiple-use 
management  requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act.  This  tool  provides  a  mechanism 
for  determining  resource  trade-offs  to  the  extent  al- 
lowed by  the  established  threshold  levels. 

99.  CARRYING  CAPACITY  (27,  41,  61).  The  RMP  is 
designed  to  facilitate  oil  shale  development.  The  amount 
of  oil  shale  development  experienced  in  1973  and  1979 
from  disruption  of  domestic  oil  supplies  should  be  ac- 
commodated within  the  Preferred  Alternative.  An  RMP 
is  a  dynamic  document  reflecting  current  management 
priorities  that  can  be  updated  as  necessary.  However, 
it  would  require  a  significant  change  in  national  priorities 
for  oil  shale  development  involving  multiple  large-scale 
projects  before  an  update  of  this  RMP  would  be 
necessary. 

100.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Regulations  (41).  Monitoring  of 
impacts  to  Air  Quality  Related  Values  (AQRVs)  may  be 
required  by  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies  under 
the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  pro- 
gram authorized  by  the  Clean  Air  Act.  The  Bureau  may 
also  conduct  (or  require)  similar  monitoring  under  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  or  the  Wilderness  Act.  Although  regulatory 
guidelines  have  been  established  for  specific  AQRVs, 
the  identification  of  AQRVs  and  specification  of 
monitoring  methods  are  conducted  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  Methods  of  monitoring  AQRVs  is  a  very  exten- 
sive subject  and  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

101.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  -  Remnant 
Vegetation  Associations  (41).  The  remnant  vegeta- 
tion associations  (RVAs)  identified  by  The  Nature 
Conservancy  (TNC)  represent  areas  containing  high 
quality  ecological  values.  While  these  RVAs  consist  of 
common  species,  the  areas  are  important  because  they 
represent  sites  in  which  the  plants'  ecological  relation- 
ships with  one  another  have  not  been  significantly 
altered  by  human  activity.  The  Nature  Conservancy 
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compiled  this  data  in  cooperation  with  the  Colorado 
Natural  Heritage  Inventory  in  order  to  maintain  an  ac- 
curate data  base  on  the  status  and  location  of  these 
plant  associations  and  to  offer  a  systematic  basis  for  in- 
formed environmental  decisionmaking.  Ranking  of 
remnant  vegetation  associations  was  assigned  through  a 
nationally  standardized  process  for  all  State  Natural 
Heritage  Inventories. 

The  10  remnant  vegetation  associations  identified  for 
protection  under  the  avoidance  stipulation  in  the  RMP 
were  based  on  this  ranking  process.  At  least  one  site  for 
each  association  ranked  either  Highest  or  High  National 
Concern  was  selected. 


102.  HYDROLOGY  -  Groundwater  (41).  BLM  agrees 
that  the  hydrologic  system  in  the  Piceance  Basin  is  com- 
plex and  fractures  in  the  system  do  play  an  important 
role  upon  flow  characteristics.  Please  refer  to  the  first 
paragraph  on  page  46  of  the  Draft.  Although  Figure 
II-8  is  simplistic,  it  does  contain  reference  to  fractures 
and  is  an  accepted  form  of  aquifer  representation. 

This  document  is  intended  to  represent  the  most  ac- 
cepted and  factual  data  presently  available.  Over  1,200 
pieces  of  literature  dealing  with  hydrology  have  been 
written  about  the  Piceance  Basin.  Although  the  refer- 
ence you  have  cited  may  be  valid  and  supports  your 
comment,  the  "classical"  approach  depicted  by  BLM  is 
also  a  valid  representation  of  the  Basin. 

Please  refer  to  the  many  publications  written  on  the 
connection  and  communication  of  groundwater  and 
geologic  formations  in  the  entire  Piceance  Basin.  If  you 
need  specific  literature,  please  contact  this  office. 

With  the  development  of  four  to  seven  additional  poten- 
tial oil  shale  tracts  in  the  Basin  and  adjacent  to  or  along 
the  Colorado  and  White  River  sides  of  the  Roan 
Plateau,  an  added  possibility  of  dewatering  and  rein- 
jecting occurs.  It  is  possible  that  local  and  regional 
changes  in  groundwater  flow  direction  and  paths  may 
occur. 

The  time  period  is  an  annual  cost  and  the  document  will 
be  changed  to  reflect  this.  We  think  that  the  document 
presents  a  clear  perspective  on  the  effects  of  salinity  at 
Imperial  Dam. 

The  Draft  did  not  state  that  a  8.2  percent  reduction  of 
flow  would  be  an  acceptable  level  nor  did  it  portray  1 1 


percent  as  significant.  The  text  states  that  an  11  percent 
reduction  may  prove  to  be  a  significant  reduction  in 
flow. 

BLM  did  not,  nor  did  it  intend,  to  dictate  policy,  regula- 
tions, or  authority  pertaining  to  water  rights. 

BLM  did  state  in  numerous  places  that  augmentation 
plans  would  be  submitted  to  the  state  of  Colorado  by  in- 
dustry for  review.  BLM  is  concerned  with  water  rights 
and  holds  numerous  water  rights  on  springs  and  wells  in 
the  Basin. 

BLM  is  a  multiple-resource  management  agency  and 
range  management  is  dependent  upon  water  and  water 
rights.  If  certain  springs  or  wells  are  altered,  this  directly 
affects  the  grazing  management  on  public  lands.  If  the 
lessee  is  incorrect  and  impacts  water  rights,  the  issue  can 
be  tied  up  in  court  action  for  many  years. 

103.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  (41).  White  River 
City  is  not  shown  on  any  of  the  maps.  Both  Meeker  and 
Rangely  are,  since  they  are  currently  the  two  major 
population  centers  directly  influenced  by  the  RMP.  Fur- 
thermore, while  White  River  City  (historic  townsite)  is 
within  the  planning  area,  it  is  on  patented  land  and  has 
been  abandoned  as  a  town  for  many  years. 

Concerning  the  location  of  Duck  Creek  Wickiup 
Village,  it  is  BLM's  policy  to  protect  cultural  resources 
to  the  greatest  extent  possible  from  unnecessary  and 
undue  loss  or  degradation.  The  location  of  cultural 
resources,  including  sites  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  is  proprietary  information  not  to  be 
disclosed. 

104.  SOCIAL/ECONOMICS  -  Employment  (41).  At 
the  time  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP  was  prepared, 
the  latest  available  employment  and  income  data  from 
the  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  (BEA)  and  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Labor  and  Employment  were 
for  the  years  through  1982.  Since  1982,  the  three-county 
area  has  experienced  an  economic  decline. 

At  the  present  time,  BEA  employment  and  income 
figures  are  not  available  beyond  1982.  However,  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Labor's  September  1984  edi- 
tion of  Colorado  Labor  Force  Review  lists  the  following 
as  "estimates"  through  July  of  1984.  They  do  not  break 
employment  down  to  Standard  Industrial  Classification 
as  is  done  in  the  BEA  data  and  presented  in  the  Draft 
RMP. 
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Total  Labor 

Total 

Total 

Percent 

County 

Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Unemployment 

Rio  Blanco 

6,372 

5,715 

230 

5.5 

Garfield 

20,262 

18,987 

1,275 

6.3 

Mesa 

49,000 

44,634 

4,366 

8.9 

105.  SOCIAL/ECONOMICS  -  Housing  (41).  The 
housing  figures  presented  in  the  Piceance  Basin  RMP 
are  the  most  recent  available  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
the  Census.  However,  since  1982,  local  realtors  have  in- 
dicated increases  in  numbers  of  houses  for  sale  and 
relative  declines  in  prices  of  those  houses. 

106.  ALTERNATIVES  -  Impact  Summary  Table  (41). 
Reference  Table  IV-10,  Page  221  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  entitled  "Summary  of  Anticipated  Impacts 
by  Alternative". 

107.  VISUAL  RESOURCES  (41).  While  this  may  seem 
to  be  a  rational  and  realistic  addition,  nowhere  in 
Colorado  BLM  or  Washington  Office  directives  is  there 
a  policy  which  infers  this  approach.  Rather,  visual  im- 
pacts are  to  be  judiciously  evaluated  and  mitigations 
proposed  in  order  to  bring  a  project  into  conformance 
with  contrast  rating  limits.  If  they  cannot  be  reasonably 
brought  within  the  guidelines  of  a  particular  class, 
guidance  dictates  that,  at  that  point,  a  management 
decision  is  required  regarding  further  direction  in 
project  design  and  impact  reduction. 

108.  MINERALS  -  Policy  (41).  Nahcolite  and 
dawsonite  are  referred  to  as  "sodium"  and  "other 
minerals",  respectively,  in  item  1.6  on  page  14  of  the 
Draft  RMP.  The  Bureau's  mineral  policy  sets  forth 
policy  for  management  of  mineral  and  energy  resources 
on  public  lands.  It  reflects  the  provisions  of  three  impor- 
tant acts  of  Congress:  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy 
Act  of  1970;  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976;  and  the  National  Materials  and 
Minerals  Policy,  Research  and  Development  Act  of 1980. 
This  policy  statement  represents  a  commitment  by  BLM 
to  implement  the  policies  of  these  statutes  consistent  with 
BLM's  other  statutory  obligations. 

109.  RECLAMATION  -  Oil  Shale  (41).  Ten  years  is 
not  necessarily  an  adequate  amount  of  time,  in  all  cases, 
to  conclusively  judge  or  analyze  overall  revegetation 
success.  In  addition,  all  oil  shale  reclamation  research  to 
date  has  been  done  on  small  test  plots,  and  results 
cannot  be  necessarily  extrapolated  to  large-scale  recla- 
mation efforts.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  bonding,  in 
and  of  itself,  does  not  provide  or  ensure  success  in 
reclamation. 


110.  AIR  QUALITY  (41).  This  comment  seems  to 
reflect  a  misinterpretation  of  the  statement  on  page  169. 
The  statement  uses  the  loss  of  a  biological  species  only 
as  an  example  of  a  potentially  irreversible  impact  of 
long  periods  of  increased  air  pollution.  The  text  in  the 
next  sentence  states  that  existing  studies  do  not  indicate 
any  likelihood  of  this  occurring. 

111.  HYDROLOGY  -  Industrial  Association  (41,  61). 
BLM's  reference  to  the  establishment  of  an  industrial 
association  of  mineral  developers  to  coordinate  moni- 
toring and  mitigation  efforts  refers  to  uncommitted,  not 
committed,  mitigation.  As  stated  on  page  158  of  the 
Draft,  BLM  does  not  require,  it  only  encourages,  the 
establishment  at  this  point  in  time.  Guidelines  and  time 
frames  would  be  discussed  at  a  later  date. 

112.  RAPTORS  -  Active  Nest  (41).  An  active  nest  can 
be  considered  one  which  is  (1)  in  such  condition  that 
prior  use  by  eagles  can  be  verified  and  little  or  no  repair 
will  be  required  for  its  subsequent  use  for  nesting  or  (2) 
known  to  have  been  used  by  nesting  raptors  in  at  least 
one  of  the  three  preceding  years  in  which  BLM  has 
maintained  raptor  nesting  status  records.  When  pro- 
posed projects  may  conflict  with  a  nest  site,  an  on-site 
inspection  is  performed  to  determine  actual  nest  status. 

113.  WILDLIFE  -  Mitigation  (45).  The  inability  to 
mitigate  wildlife  impacts  completely  is  the  basis  for 
establishing  a  wildlife  carrying  capacity  threshold 
and  industrial  associations  in  addition  to  standard 
mitigation  methods. 

114.  ALTERNATTVES  (47).  The  acreage  table,  which 
Atlantic  Richfield  (Arco)  utilized  for  analyzing  the 
alternatives,  shows  that  a  misunderstanding  occurred  in 
their  use  of  figures  which  BLM  provided  during  a  brief- 
ing for  reviewers  of  the  RMP.  A  telephone  conversation 
revealed  that  Arco  was  mislead  by  the  use  of  the  heading 
"After  Conflict  Resolution"  in  Volume  2,  Table  MA-1. 
They  assumed  that  acreages  cited  in  these  columns  re- 
ferred to  the  lands  highest  and  best  use,  and  that  oil  and 
gas  leasing  restrictions  were  imminent  for  all  environ- 
mental resource  value  acres. 

The  figures  show  resource  use  based  upon  management 
priority  areas,  and  do  not  attempt  to  show  compatible, 
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compatible  with  limits,  or  incompatible  uses.  Further- 
more, management  priority  areas  for  visual,  cultural, 
coal  surface,  and  oil  shale  open  pit  were  erroneously 
shown  as  disallowing  oil  and  gas  development  or  having 
no  surface  occupancy,  when  in  fact  they  do  not.  Leases 
would  be  allowed  with  special  stipulations. 

The  acreage  figures  in  the  commentor's  table  would 
need  to  be  recalculated  in  order  to  accurately  address 
their  concerns. 

115.  MANAGEMENT  PRIORITY  AREAS  (47).  As 
stated  in  Volume  2,  page  1,  in  the  Map  Addendum 
Definitions  narrative,  "The  lands  will  not  be  managed 
exclusively  for  the  priority  resource,  but  for  other  com- 
patible uses  as  well."  Management  priority  area  (MP A) 
designations  reflect  the  best  use  of  individual  resources. 
These  resources  include  oil  shale,  oil  and  gas,  and  coal. 
In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  valuable  multimineral 
zone  is  reserved  until  recovery  technology  improves. 
This  also  protects  the  most  valuable  oil  shale  deposits. 
Development  of  oil  and  gas  is  not  restricted  in  this  area 
unless  it  is  incompatible  with  the  priority  area  objective. 
None  of  the  resources  listed  in  the  comment  are  incom- 
patible with  the  oil  and  gas  MPA,  so  they  should  not 
restrict  oil  and  gas  development. 

Coal  development  would  only  be  restricted  in  terms  of 
surface  mining  methods  which  are  incompatible  with  all 
the  resources  listed  in  the  comment.  Refer  to  the  "De- 
mand and  Dependency"  section  for  coal  on  page  93, 
second  column,  second  and  third  paragraphs  of  the 
Current  Management  Alternative.  Although  surface 
minable  coal  is  the  most  incompatible  mineral  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  in  terms  of  other  resource  MP  As, 
the  overall  restriction  on  coal  development  is  likely  to 
have  marginal  impact  on  coal  development.  If  coal  de- 
mand was  to  increase,  underground  coal  mining  would 
be  acceptable  where  significant  conflicts  occurred  with 
surface  coal  development. 

116.  FORESTRY  -  Sustained  Yield  (50).  Through  the 
preparation  of  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Forest 
Management  Plan,  an  extensive  forest  inventory  was 
conducted  in  conjunction  with  the  Denver  Service 
Center,  utilizing  the  LANDSAT  imagery  system,  in 
order  to  determine  the  total  number  of  acres  of  specific 
forest  classes  on  public  land  in  the  Resource  Area. 
Through  this  project,  it  has  been  determined  that  there 
are  177,150  acres  of  pinyon-juniper  commercial  wood- 
land on  public  land  in  the  Resource  Area.  Based  on  pro- 
cedures explained  in  BLM  Policy  Manual  5200-Forest 
Management  Program  Development,  it  was  determined 
that  a  maximum  of  7,086  cords  of  pinyon-juniper 


firewood  could  be  harvested  on  a  sustained  basis.  Based 
primarily  on  current  funding  levels,  the  annual  harvest 
level  will  be  maintained  at  2,500  cords. 

117.  RECREATION  -  Off-Road  Vehicles  (52).  While 
comments  concerning  the  damaging  potential  of  off- 
road  vehicles  (ORVs)  are  accurate,  we  have  anticipated 
increased  ORV  use  in  each  proposed  alternative.  Each 
alternative  proposes  mitigation  that,  in  our  opinion, 
would  adequately  control  ORV  damage  to  the  public 
lands.  Please  note,  as  indicated  on  page  257  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan,  that  all  BLM  roads  and 
trails  can  be  closed  when  the  road  surface  is  saturated  to 
a  depth  of  3  inches.  Generally,  most  ORV  use  that  has 
occurred  within  the  Piceance  Basin  has  been  confined  to 
the  existing  road  and  trail  system.  It  is  the  policy  of  this 
office  to  limit  ORV  use  only  where  damage  is  imminent 
or  in  areas  known  to  be  a  problem.  Your  suggestion  to 
close  60  to  70  percent  of  the  Basin  to  ORV  use  has  been 
considered;  however,  it  is  presently  unnecessary.  BLM 
would  amend  this  RMP  to  further  restrict  ORV  use  if 
this  use  increased  and  resources  were  threatened. 

118.  HYDROLOGY  (55).  A  complete  spring  source  in- 
ventory of  the  Piceance  Basin  was  completed  in  the 
summer  of  1984  by  BLM.  This  inventory  included  over 
600  sources  on  public  land;  data  on  flow,  conductivity, 
temperature,  and  pH  were  gathered. 

All  perennial  water  sources  for  stream  flow  in  the 
Piceance  Basin  have  been  or  are  presently  being  moni- 
tored by  BLM,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  or  private 
industry.  Special  management  area  (SMA)  designations 
are  not  needed  in  the  Piceance  Basin  because  water 
sources  in  one  portion  of  the  Piceance  are  as  important 
as  sources  in  any  other  portion  of  the  Basin.  This  is 
because  any  one  given  watershed  area  cannot  be  con- 
sidered any  more  sensitive  than  any  other  within  the 
Basin  until  site-specific  watershed  management  plans 
are  developed  with  emphasis  on  the  types  of  resource 
development  possible  within  each  watershed.  Therefore, 
the  entire  Basin  would  have  to  be  designated  as  an  SMA 
for  water;  at  present  this  would  not  be  practical. 

119.  RANGE  (55).  The  basis  for  the  statement,  "Pres- 
ent approved  and  actual  AUMs  would  appear  to  be  too 
high  for  either  the  health  of  the  range  or  for  the  benefit 
of  wildlife",  is  not  clear.  Please  refer  to  response  68  for 
more  information. 

120.  WILDLIFE  -  Forage  Allocation  (55).  Wildlife 
forage  allocation  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  would 
achieve  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  population  ob- 
jectives. See  response  70  also. 
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121.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  -  Protection  (55). 
Several  legal  mandates,  such  as  Executive  Order  11593, 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (as  amended), 
and  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  require  federal  land  managing  agencies,  such  as 
BLM,  to  identify  significant  cultural  remains  and  to 
manage  them.  Each  land-disturbing  action  is  considered 
on  a  case-by-case  basis.  At  that  time,  individual  cultural 
resources  are  identified  as  a  part  of  the  environmental 
assessment/environmental  impact  statement  process. 
During  the  assessment  process,  site-specific  protection 
or  mitigating  stipulations  are  developed  to  protect  or 
recover,  for  public  dissemination,  the  scientific  data 
contained  by  the  site,  as  appropriate,  in  consultation 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and/or  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 

122.  HYDROLOGY  (56).  Specific  water  quality  im- 
pacts and  parameters,  such  as  groundwater  leachate  and 
nonpoint  source  runoff,  would  be  addressed  on  a  lease- 
by-lease  basis,  depending  upon  areas  mined,  mining 
techniques,  and  effects  on  the  hydrologic  system.  A 
monitoring  plan  will  be  developed  to  ensure  that  re- 
quirements and  standards  are  met. 

This  document  is  designed  to  provide  a  broad  range  of 
management  directives  and  alternatives.  Site-specific 
details  will  be  addressed  later  when  specific  proposals 
are  available  for  analysis. 

123.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Coordination  (56).  The  Bureau 
has  coordinated,  and  will  continue  to  coordinate,  with 
the  National  Park  Service,  Washington  Office,  Air  and 
Water  Quality  Division,  as  well  as  numerous  other 
technical  specialists  in  government,  industry,  and 
private  groups. 

124.  AVOIDANCE  STIPULATIONS  (58,  C).  Avoid- 
ance and  no-surface-occupancy  stipulations  were  not 
incorporated  into  oil  and  gas  lease  C-36555,  nor  have 
they  been  incorporated  into  any  oil  and  gas  leases  at  the 
leasing  stage  to  protect  candidate  and  sensitive  and  rem- 
nant vegetation  associations  identified  by  The  Nature 
Conservancy  inventory  since  the  submission  of  The 
Nature  Conservancy  report.  Until  the  RMP  is  approved 
and  the  White  River  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Umbrella 
Environmental  Assessment  (February  1982)  can  be 
subsequently  amended,  there  is  no  legal  or  management 
directive  allowing  application  of  avoidance  and  no- 
surface-occupancy  stipulations  at  the  leasing  stage  to 
protect  these  resources.  Once  the  management  docu- 
ments are  finalized  and  amended,  the  avoidance  and  no- 
surface-occupancy  stipulations  will  be  applied  to  new 
leases  when  required. 


The  Colorado  BLM  State  Office  currently  uses  this 
White  River  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 
Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment  (February  1982) 
as  a  basis  for  applying  special  stipulations,  including 
avoidance  and  no-surface-occupancy  stipulations,  to  oil 
and  gas  leases  within  the  Resource  Area.  Until  the 
Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment,  which  is  a 
dynamic  document,  can  be  amended  to  incorporate 
known  locations  of  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  species 
and  selected  remnant  vegetation  areas,  protection  of 
these  resources  has  been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  en- 
sured through  application  of  pertinent  mitigation  at  the 
Resource  Area  level  on  a  case-by-case,  site-by-site  basis 
for  all  land  use  authorizations  on  existing  oil  and  gas 
leases.  An  example  of  mitigation  is  to  cooperatively 
work  with  existing  lease  holders  to  avoid  surface  dis- 
turbing activities  in  areas  of  known  candidate  and  sensi- 
tive plant  species  and  remnant  vegetation  areas.  For  fur- 
ther information,  the  commentor  is  encouraged  to  read 
response  number  33. 

125.  CANDIDATE    AND    SENSITIVE    PLANTS    - 

Dudley  Bluffs  (58).  As  stated  in  the  RMP,  the  known 
populations  of  Physaria  obcordata  located  within  the 
recommended  Dudley  Bluffs  Special  Management  Area 
occur  on  existing  oil  and  gas  leases.  Under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  BLM  would  attempt  to  apply  the  no- 
surface-occupancy  stipulation  for  those  known  loca- 
tions. This  would  involve  acquiring  an  agreement  with 
the  lease  holders  to  apply  this  stipulation  to  their  exist- 
ing leases. 

The  avoidance  stipulation  would  be  applied  to  all  land 
use  authorizations  that  would  impact  known  locations 
of  Astragalus  lutosus.  In  addition,  once  located  and 
verified,  populations  of  both  Lesquerella  congesta  and 
Penstemon  piceancii  would  be  protected  through  the  use 
of  avoidance  or  no-surface-occupancy  stipulations  as 
appropriate.  For  additional  information  regarding 
special  management  area  designation,  please  read  re- 
sponse 5. 

126.  LP/ESTOCK  GRAZING  -  Dudley  Bluffs  (60). 
Populations  of  Festuca  dasyclada  occur  within  the 
referenced  proposed  special  management  area  and  are 
believed  to  be  influenced  by  livestock  grazing.  This  is 
evident  by  both  fenceline  contrasts  and  the  plants 
presence  on  steep  slopes  that  are  inaccessible  to 
livestock.  Eliminating  livestock  grazing  was  considered 
but  was  dropped  as  a  management  option  so  that  the 
vigor  and  reproduction  of  grazed  populations  could  be 
compared  with  ungrazed  populations. 

127.  AIR  QUALITY   -  Analyses   (67).    The   process 
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described  is  essentially  the  current  BLM  process  used  to 
analyze  air  quality. 

128.  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  -  Impacts 
(68,  C).  The  physical  boundary  of  the  planning  area  is 
well  defined  in  this  text  and  coincides  with  the  Piceance 
Basin  Planning  Unit.  Significant  impacts  that  are  ex- 
pected to  occur  outside  the  actual  planning  area  bound- 
ary have  been  described  in  Chapter  IV,  Environmental 
Consequences,  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

129.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Visibility  (68).  Visibility  impair- 
ment and  increases  in  acid  precipitation  are  unavoidable 
consequences  of  increased  pollutant  levels  associated 
with  industrial  development  of  any  kind.  BLM  is  re- 
quired by  its  mission  to  seek  multiple-use  alternatives 
which  balance  desirable  use  objectives  with  the  impacts 
of  those  uses.  We  cannot  therefore  categorically  deny 
any  lease  or  land  use  because  it  would  have  any  level  of 
impact  on  visibility  or  acid  deposition  unless  impacts 
could  not  be  mitigated  and  outweighed  significantly  the 
benefits  the  proposed  lease  would  offer.  However,  the 
Bureau  will  continue  to  comply  with  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  air  quality  regulations. 

130.  OIL  SHALE  -  Exchanges  (70).  Refer  to  the 
text  concerning  oil  shale  exchanges  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  page  155,  column  2,  first  full  paragraph. 
For  further  information,  refer  to  response  number  53. 

131.  RMP  -  Priority  Area  Concept  (72).  The  basis  for 
determining  future  lease  offerings  has  been  described  in 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  priority  area  concept  does  not 
inhibit  a  balanced,  multiple-use  approach,  but  rather 
facilitates  it  by  emphasizing  management  in  significant 
areas  ideally  suited  for  development,  management,  or 
protection  of  a  particular  resource.  This  RMP  is  based 
on  current  and  accurate  information  regarding  resource 
location,  processing  technology,  and  resource  values. 
This  approach  is  ideal  because,  as  you  mentioned,  "It  is 
impossible  to  predict  future  impacts  of  new  and  chang- 
ing information  ..."  An  RMP  is  a  dynamic  document 
that  can  be  updated  when  significant  changes  occur 
which  require  additional  analysis. 

132.  WILDLIFE  -  Carrying  Capacity  (73).  Mitigation 
of  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  will  be  considered  in  deter- 
mining compliance  with  or  violation  of  the  wildlife 
threshold.  Each  potential  lease  will  be  analyzed  on  a 
site-specific  basis  to  determine  impacts  on  the  herd  size, 
and  these  impacts  will  be  compared  to  the  wildlife 
threshold. 


133.  WILDERNESS  AREAS  -  Designation  (75).  Wil- 
derness areas  are  established  in  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA), 
Section  603(a).  Guidance  for  the  designation  process 
comes  from  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (40  CFR  1500-1508),  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964,  and  the  BLM  Planning  Regula- 
tions (43  CFR  1600).  No  areas  in  Piceance  Basin  qualify 
for  wilderness  designation.  The  letter's  comment  is 
based  on  travel  through  the  Piceance  Basin  during  the 
year  1950,  some  34  years  ago.  There  have  been  some 
drastic  changes  in  the  landscape  since  that  time.  For  in- 
stance, the  Magnolia  Peak  area  is  currently  a  natural  gas 
production  camp.  Roads,  well  pads,  and  pipelines 
dominate  the  landscape.  While  Calamity  Ridge  and 
Cathedral  Bluffs  do  have  scenic  merit,  they  did  not 
qualify  as  wilderness  study  areas  during  the  wilderness 
review  process. 

134.  OIL  SHALE  -  Interagency  Monitoring  Committee 
(77).  BLM  is  responsible  for  overall  postlease  compliance 
monitoring  of  stipulations  incorporated  in  oil  shale  leases 
and  impacts  caused  by  lease  development.  Monitoring  is 
performed  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  policies  in  effect  at  the  time  of  enforcement,  in 
conjunction  and  coordination  with  regulatory  agencies, 
government  entities,  and  authorized  teams  (Regional 
Oil  Shale  Team)  and  panels  (Oil  Shale  Environmental 
Advisory  Panel).  This  monitoring  system  has  been  ade- 
quate for  the  prototype  program,  and  the  need  to  estab- 
lish an  additional  interagency  monitoring  committee  has 
not  been  identified.  Such  a  committee  could  be  estab- 
lished in  the  future  if  large-scale  oil  shale  development 
occurred  which  warranted  this  type  of  system. 

135.  HYDROLOGY  -  Water  Quality  (77).  As  presently 
written  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  there  are  provisions 
to  improve  water  quality  that  is  below  state  standards. 
There  is  also  language  that  allows  BLM  to  maintain 
water  quality  that  under  natural  conditions  is  below 
state  standards.  Incorporation  of  the  language  in  the 
Wildlife  Alternative  would  not  allow  BLM  this  flexibil- 
ity. This  could  result  in  management  directions  to  try  to 
improve  a  natural  event  or  condition  that  is  beyond 
BLM  control  and  would  not  be  cost-effective. 

136.  PREFERRED    ALTERNATIVE    (27,    77).    The 

Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  was  the 
alternative  selected  by  BLM  as  the  most  acceptable 
resolution  of  planning  issues.  The  Proposed  Plan  in  the 
Final  RMP/EIS  was  determined  only  after  a  careful 
review  and  consideration  of  public  comment  on  the 
Draft  and  provides  a  balanced  management  plan  for  all 
resources  in  the  Piceance  Basin. 
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137.  GENERAL  (77).  Please  read  pages  153-157  of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  for  a  description  of  site-specific 
analysis  required  for  oil  shale  leasing.  The  commentor  is 
also  encouraged  to  reread  the  text  on  pages  19  and  20  of 
the  Draft  RMP  concerning  the  Programmatic  Oil  Shale 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

138.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Carrying  Capacity  (77).  The 
RMP  is  not  intended  to  be  a  site-specific  EIS.  Please 
refer  to  page  171,  column  1,  first  full  paragraph  of  the 
"Carrying  Capacity"  section  for  a  discussion  of  the 
purpose  and  need  for  site-specific  modeling  when  a 
specific  mine  plan  is  proposed. 

139.  HYDROLOGY  -  Groundwater  (77).  We  do  not 
agree  with  the  statement  that  the  potential  for  aquifer 
intermixing  is  primarily  associated  with  the  north- 
central  part  of  the  Basin,  especially  with  reference  to 
artesian  conditions.  Aquifer  intermixing  can  occur  in 
any  portion  of  the  Basin,  from  any  strata,  especially  if  it 
is  disturbed  by  mining  activities.  The  Draft  RMP/EIS 
text  in  Volume  1  does  not  refer  to  intermixing  in  one 
portion  of  the  Basin  and  hydraulic  connection  in 
another.  In  so  much  as  artesian  conditions  exist  in  the 
north  central  portion  of  the  Basin,  only  limited  connec- 
tion between  the  lower  aquifer  and  Piceance  and  Yellow 
Creeks  exists.  In  those  areas,  the  hydraulic  connections 
are  not  fully  understood.  The  groundwater  upflow  can 
occur  at  any  place  in  the  Basin  simply  through  changes 
in  hydrostatic  and  atmospheric  pressures. 

140.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Budgeting  (78).  Budgeting,  as 
noted  on  page  153  of  the  "Air  Resource  Management" 
section,  is  implemented  primarily  through  "lease  tract 
ranking".  This  means  that  as  industry  or  BLM  deline- 
ates potential  oil  shale  lease  tracts,  air  quality  modeling 
will  be  done  to  evaluate  the  location  of  specific  lease 
tracts  and  how  that  location  will  contribute  to  existing 
pollution  concentrations.  A  major  part  of  this  analysis 
will  be  the  use  of  the  Dispersion  Potential  map  on  page 
172  of  the  Environmental  Consequences  chapter.  If 
potential  lease  tracts  were  located  within  areas  of  poor 
dispersion  potential,  then  more  of  the  available  air 
quality  increments  would  be  expected  to  be  consumed 
by  that  tract.  By  locating  potential  oil  shale  tracts  out  of 
these  poor  dispersion  potential  areas,  more  of  the 
available  air  quality  increments  would  be  available  for 
other  oil  shale  tracts.  In  essence,  this  is  budgeting  the  air 
resource  available  for  the  maximum  benefit  of  future 
land  uses  and  minimizes  impacts.  The  budgeting  con- 
cept would  be  applied  to  all  land  uses  on  federal  lands 
that  would  require  air  quality  modeling  and  be  expected 
to  consume  air  quality  increments.  No  consultation  is 


required  by  BLM  with  other  agencies  or  state  govern- 
ments outside  of  the  normal  review  process  to  imple- 
ment this  concept,  yet  additional  budgeting  could  be  ac- 
complished through  cooperative  efforts  among  the 
Bureau,  the  EPA,  and  the  state  of  Colorado.  As  in  past 
EIS  efforts,  the  air  quality  modeling  will  take  into  ac- 
count a  realistic  approach  to  include  those  sources  of 
pollutants  from  outside  the  Piceance  Basin  that  could 
affect  or  contribute  to  the  air  quality  increments 
available  for  budgeting.  This  concept  in  no  way  cir- 
cumvents the  air  resource  management  responsibilities 
of  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies.  Instead,  by 
analyzing  tract  location  and  its  effects  on  available  air 
quality  increments,  this  concept  allows  BLM  to 
redelineate  tracts  and,  in  effect,  reserve  some  of  the 
increments  for  future  development. 

141.  WILDLIFE  -  Wild  Horse  Exclusion  (78).  The 
1981  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Area  Plan  desig- 
nated an  area  where  horses  will  be  allowed.  A  factor  in 
area  designation  was  to  minimize  wild  horse  distribution 
on  mule  deer  severe  winter  range.  Wild  horse  manage- 
ment objectives  were  also  designed  to  minimize  forage 
competition  with  wildlife.  Significant  conflicts  between 
wild  horses  and  mule  deer  have  not  been  documented  in 
these  areas;  therefore,  total  exclusion  of  wild  horses  is 
not  warranted. 

142.  RECREATION  -  Informational  Services 
Development  (78).  The  White  River  Resource  Area  cur- 
rently assists  visitors  in  the  Meeker  office.  Maps  and 
other  information  are  also  distributed  through  local 
Chambers  of  Commerce  and  the  Bureau's  Colorado 
State  Office.  Funding  has  been  the  most  limiting  factor 
in  providing  in-the-field  assistance.  If  use  increased,  this 
service  would  be  a  higher  priority  and  might  then  be 
more  likely  to  receive  funding.  Dates  for  this  would  de- 
pend upon  resource/use  conflict  and  actual  need  based 
upon  increased  use. 

BLM  has  several  maps  currently  available  to  the  public. 
Our  newest  map  shows  roads  and  legal  access.  It  is  in 
need  of  some  updates  and  is  currently  being  revised  by 
BLM's  Colorado  State  Office.  Since  no  developed 
facilities  exist  in  Piceance  Basin,  none  would  be  shown. 
Mapping  undeveloped  facilities  would  jeopardize  the 
resource,  so  it  was  decided  not  to  do  this. 

143.  RECREATION  -  Priority  Recreation  Site  Maps 
(78).  The  reasons  for  not  publishing  a  map  in  the 
RMP/EIS  showing  highest  priority  recreation  sites  for 
identification  along  the  White  River  are  as  follows: 

a)  Land  status  along  the  White  River  is  questionable, 
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because  no  boundary  lines  have  been  marked  on  the 
ground.  A  Cadastral  Survey  crew  must  set  comers  and 
lines  before  we  can  evaluate  a  particular  site's  potential. 
The  cost  of  this  survey  must  be  borne  by  the  recreation 
program,  and  a  request  for  funds  was  turned  down  for 
1985. 

b)  Identifying  these  sites  on  a  map  could  encourage 
use.  BLM  specialists  have  not  yet  identified  the  sites  on 
the  ground,  so  mapping  might  result  in  trespass  on  sur- 
rounding private  lands.  We  do  not  wish  to  mislead  the 
public  with  maps  that  can  only  be  general  in  nature. 

c)  The  "highest  potential"  sites  have  not  been 
identified. 


Keeper  of  the  Register  (concurrence  of  eligibility)  as 
prescribed  in  36  CFR  800.  When  the  district  is  deter- 
mined to  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  Register  or  is 
placed  on  the  Register,  site-specific  recommendations 
will  be  made  in  consultation  with  the  Colorado  SHPO 
and  the  Advisory  Council  as  prescribed  in  36  CFR. 

The  Piceance  Basin  RMP  is  intended  as  a  general  plan- 
ning document,  so  detailed,  site-specific  management 
actions  are  not  included.  Furthermore,  no  provision  of 
either  the  Current  Management  Alternative  or  the 
Preferred  Alternative  precludes  the  Bureau  from  identi- 
fying or  designating  future  Register  sites,  districts,  or 
special  management  areas  as  additional  information 
becomes  available  to  support  such  a  decision. 


d)  The  potential  sites  will  be  identified  in  a  future 
recreation  area  management  plan. 

144.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  -  Protection  (78). 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  seriously  concerned 
about  the  growing  problem  of  vandalism  of  cultural 
resources.  The  Bureau  considers  site  patrolling  to  be 
only  one  of  a  number  of  tools  useful  in  combatting  site 
vandalism. 

Site  fencing  to  limit  access  to  sensitive  sites  has  been, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  a  valuable  tool  in  the  Bureau's 
overall  protection  program.  The  use  of  site  fences  is 
considered  on  a  case-by-case,  site-by-site  basis,  and  can 
be  a  viable  means  of  curbing  vandalism. 

Recent  years  have  seen  the  Bureau  take  an  increasing  in- 
terest in  the  use  of  remote  automatic  sensing  equipment. 
Special  investigators  from  the  various  BLM  state  offices 
recently  attended  a  seminar  on  the  use  of  remote  sensing 
equipment  to  detect  various  unauthorized  uses  on 
Bureau  lands,  including  protection  of  cultural  re- 
sources. Currently  a  BLM  archaeologist  is  attempting  to 
develop  a  uniform  statewide  prevention  program  pack- 
age for  the  Bureau  in  Colorado.  It  is  entirely  possible 
that  remote  sensing  will  begin  to  plan  an  ever-increasing 
role  in  the  Bureau's  protection  program  as  our  ex- 
perience with  this  technique  increases. 

145.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  (78).  There  is  a  pro- 
posed National  Register  Archaeological  District  in  the 
area  of  oil  shale  Tract  C-a.  At  the  present  time,  there  are 
no  ongoing  construction  activities  that  immediately 
threaten  the  integrity  of  the  proposed  district.  Before 
any  specific  recommendations  are  proposed  for  this 
district,  or  any  other,  a  nomination  and  determination 
of  eligibility  must  be  made  by  the  BLM  (nominator),  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO),  and/or  the 


146.  AFFECTED  ENVHiONMENT  -  Climate  (81). 
Portions  of  the  Piceance  Basin  fulfill  the  definition  of  a 
desert  since  less  than  10  inches  of  annual  precipitation 
occurs  and,  in  years  having  more  than  10  inches  of  an- 
nual precipitation,  the  moisture  pattern  is  not  uniform 
in  the  lower  elevations.  Evaporation  rates  sometimes 
exceed  precipitation.  Management  practices  are  not  ap- 
plied specifically  to  decrease  the  evaporation  rates,  but 
they  do  accomplish  this  objective.  Good  reclamation 
practices  which  encourage  seedling  establishment, 
decrease  sedimentation,  and  decrease  surface  disturb- 
ances of  the  natural  vegetation  all  work  together  to 
decrease  evaporation  rates  and  hold  soil  moisture  in  the 
area. 

147.  MINERALS  -  Oil  and  Gas  (A).  Reclamation 
specialists  review  proposed  well  pad  construction  and 
minimize  the  size  of  pads  through  stipulations  when 
necessary  and  as  feasible. 

148.  MINERALS  -  Sodium  (B).  Detailed  evaluations 
to  protect  the  oil  shale  resources  from  sodium  mining 
operations  will  occur  when  site-specific  mine  plans  are 
submitted.  Effects  from  subsidence  as  a  result  of  the 
sodium  mining  will  be  included  in  the  evaluation. 

In  the  case  of  solution  mining,  if  the  Juhan  Corehole 
number  4-1  subsided  more  than  100  feet  because  of 
natural  dissolution  of  the  sodium  minerals,  then  how 
much  could  be  expected  because  of  solution  mining  by  a 
sodium  lessee?  Concerning  the  amount  of  natural  sub- 
sidence in  the  Piceance  Basin,  this  office  was  unaware 
until  very  recently  of  the  occurrence  at  the  Juhan 
Corehole  number  4-1.  Until  specific  corehole  data  are 
made  available  to  BLM,  no  text  changes  to  the  RMP 
can  be  made. 

149.  HYDROLOGY  -   Groundwater   (B).   BLM  will 
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evaluate  updated  and  new  information  as  it  is  received 
and  will  address  this  concern  in  depth  if  and  when  the 
Sodium  EIS  for  Industrial  Resources,  Inc.,  is  written. 
Otherwise,  this  comment  refers  to  site-specific  data  and 
processes  which  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

150.  FORAGE  ALLOCATIONS  (B).  Wildlife  and  live- 
stock forage  allocations  were  established  in  the 
Rangeland  Program  Summary  for  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  (USDI,  BLM  1981).  Allocation  included 
consideration  of  forage  competition  between  wildlife, 
livestock,  and  wild  horses.  These  allocations  have  been 
implemented  or  are  being  implemented  on  a  phased 
schedule.  Initial  allocation  levels  are  currently  undergo- 
ing evaluation  based  on  monitoring  and  study  programs. 
Use  adjustments  are  implemented  when  data  identifies  a 
need  for  change  in  stocking  rates  to  achieve  established 
objectives. 

151.  RECREATION  -  Nature  Study  (B).  BLM  does,  in 
fact,  recognize  this  type  of  activity  as  a  current  use  and 
potential  area  of  growth.  At  this  time,  the  public  is 
welcome  and  encouraged  to  utilize  the  basin  for  this 
purpose  wherever  the  location  is  suitable.  Those  areas 
with  the  most  potential  are  contained  within  the  visual, 
recreation,  and  special  management  area  management 
priority  areas  and  are  identified  within  the  RMP.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  states  that  demand  for  nature 
study  is  met.  We  do  not  feel  that  specific  management 
for  nature  study  is  required  at  the  present  demand  level. 
The  White  River  Resource  Area  office  presently  handles 
inquiries  and  dispenses  maps,  directions,  and  other 
information  upon  request.  Should  the  level  of  demand 
increase,  adjustments  in  funding,  manpower,  and  pro- 
gram direction  could  be  requested. 

152.  CANDIDATE  AND  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  (B). 
Eleven  candidate  or  sensitive  plant  species  are  known  to 
occur  within  the  Piceance  Basin  Planning  Unit.  To  date, 
no  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  plant 
species  have  been  recorded  within  the  study  area.  Refer 
to  pages  50  and  51  of  the  Draft  Piceance  Basin  RMP/ 
EIS  for  further  clarification. 

153.  MANAGEMENT  PRIORITY  AREAS  (C).  You 
have  correctly  interpreted  Table  MA-1  pertaining  to 
management  priority  area  acreages  in  each  alternative. 
However,  alternatives  cannot  be  accurately  assessed 
based  on  these  figures  alone.  For  a  complete  evaluation 
and  comparison  of  alternatives,  these  acreages  and 
alternative  maps  must  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
alternative  narratives  describing  different  management 
practices  (Chapter  III,  Volume  1)  and  the  Definitions 


for  Management  Priority  Areas  (Map  Addendum, 
Volume  2). 

154.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Analyses  (C).  Any  new  pollu- 
tant substances  which  are  identified  will  be  included  by 
BLM  in  subsequent  air  quality  analyses. 

155.  AIR  QUALITY  -  Impacts  (C).  It  is  not  clear 
whether  the  comment  refers  to  indirect  impacts  of  the 
pollutants  themselves,  such  as  contributing  to  visibility 
degradation,  or  to  pollutant  increases  due  to  increased 
population  and  industrial  growth. 

Indirect  contributions  to  visibility  and  acid  deposition 
are  discussed  on  pages  169  and  171  of  the  Draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

Increased  pollution  due  to  secondary  growth  is  an  issue 
which  is  more  properly  addressed  in  the  site-specific 
assessment  which  would  precede  any  leasing  decision. 

156.  HYDROLOGY  -  Water  Quality  (C).  BLM  will  ad- 
dress, in  detail,  impacts  of  spoil  pile  leachate  and  other 
water  quality  impacts  dealing  with  site  specific  and  off- 
site  impacts  in  future  oil  shale  leasing  EISs.  The  corn- 
mentor  is  encouraged  to  reread  the  text  concerning 
salinity  impacts  in  the  Water  Quality  sections  for  each 
alternative  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  chapter 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

157.  TRANSPORTATION  (D).  It  is  difficult  to  ad- 
dress this  comment  because  the  intent  and  meaning  is 
not  clear. 

158.  REMNANT  VEGETATION  (42).  The  remnant 
vegetation  associations  identified  by  The  Nature 
Conservancy  during  their  inventory  of  the  Piceance 
Basin  are  felt  to  represent  plant  associations  of  high  eco- 
logical value  which  currently  remain  significantly 
unaltered  by  human  activity.  Protection  of  specific  rem- 
nant vegetation  associations  provides  a  baseline  against 
which  to  compare  the  effects  of  land  disturbance  and 
subsequent  reclamation  efforts.  Protection  also  makes 
it  possible  to  conduct  successional  studies  and  ensures 
perpetuation  of  these  important  remnant  associations  in 
approximately  "presettlement"  condition. 

159.  FORESTRY  -  Five  Year  Plan  (70).  Identification 
and  classification  of  the  numerous  pockets  of  Douglas  fir 
stands  were  confirmed  through  the  White  River  Resource 
Area  Douglas  fir  and  Pinyon- Juniper  Mapping  Project 
and  through  on-site  inspections.   Currently,  only  two 
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Douglas  fir  timber  sales  have  been  conducted;  these  have 
involved  a  total  of  41  acres  in  three  units.  A  diameter 
limit  seed  tree  harvest  technique  was  utilized  to  provide 
natural  regeneration.  Individual  units  averaged  approx- 
imately 10  to  15  acres.  These  sales  were  the  first  harvests 
of  Douglas  fir  in  the  basin  and  are  being  assessed  by 
BLM  for  the  success  of  the  sales  and  regeneration  of  the 
stands  prior  to  any  further  sales.  All  commercial  Douglas 
fir  timber  sales  are  advertised  in  local  and  regional 
newspapers  prior  to  awarding  the  contract.  Site  inspec- 
tion tours  of  each  sale  are  conducted  and  are  open  to  the 
public  prior  to  the  award  of  any  contracts. 

The  White  River  Resource  Area  Forest  Management 
Plan  (USDI,  BLM  1984)  identifies  sale  areas  in  the 
5-year  sale  plan  and  is  available  for  public  inspection  at 
the  White  River  Resource  Area  office.  There  are  many 


variables  which  could  affect  or  change  sale  area  selec- 
tion from  year  to  year.  For  example,  wildfires  and  insect 
and  disease  mortality  are  factors  which  could  shift  sale 
area  priority  for  salvage  harvest.  Therefore,  the  5-year 
sale  plan  is  updated  on  an  annual  basis. 

160.  OIL  SHALE  (41).  The  commentor  is  encouraged 
to  reread  the  beginning  of  Volume  2  of  the  Draft,  page 
1,  column  2,  first  sentence.  Although  the  open  pit  zone 
is  compatible  with  multimineral  development,  the 
management  prescription  for  both  the  Preferred  and  Oil 
and  Gas  Alternatives  excludes  development  of  the 
multimineral  zone  by  any  method.  It  is  important  that 
the  reader  realize  that  although  resources  may  be  cited 
as  "compatible"  in  Volume  2  descriptions,  not  always 
will  Volume  1  alternative  management  prescriptions 
allow  the  compatible  use  to  occur. 
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This  section  consists  of  reprinted  sentences,  paragraphs, 
and  other  text  changes  to  Volumes  1  and  2  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  except  for  minor  editorial  corrections, 
which  are  contained  in  the  Errata  section  of  this  docu- 
ment. Since  the  entire  Summary  section  for  the  Draft  is 
reprinted  in  this  volume,  any  changes  in  that  section  are 
not  listed.  The  changes  are  listed  first  by  volume.  Under 
volume,  page  numbers  are  listed.  Under  page  numbers, 
the  comment  letter  number(s)  and/or  transcript 
symbol(s)  along  with  the  specific  comment  number(s) 
(in  parentheses)  that  initiated  the  change  are  listed. 
Changes  to  the  text  as  a  result  of  internal  review  are 
indicated  by  "N/A".  This  is  followed  by  column,  para- 
graph, and  sentence  number  where  possible.  Deleted 
material  is  italicized.  Additions  are  in  bold  print. 
Deleted  material  is  not  generally  shown  if  it  is  replaced 
with  an  addition  or  change. 


million  tons  recoverable  by  surface  mining  methods.  No 

reserves   have    been    identified   as   being   recoverable 
through  surface  mining  methods." 


Page  46 

32  (10-17) 

Column  2,  Second  full  paragraph,  starting  at  end  of 
sentence  two:  "The  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  40 
CFR  146,  states  that  water  containing  total  dissolved 
solids  (TDS)  up  to  3,000  mg/1  is  usable  as  drinking 
water.  The  regulations  assume  that  aquifer  systems  with 
3,000  to  10,000  mg/1  TDS  are  capable  of  producing 
water  treatable  to  drinking  water  standards  and  are  thus 
also  usable.  Most  water  is  suitable  for  livestock, 
wildlife,  and  irrigation  use." 


VOLUME  1 


Page  20 

4  (10-2),  41  (10-27),  61  (10-44),  A  (10-71),  B  (10-74) 


Page  65 

C  (10-77) 

Column  2,  insert  at  end  of  second  full  paragraph: 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  revise  paragraph  as 
follows:  "7.  Joint  Working  Group  Proposals  on  Oil 
Shale  Leasing  Legislation  —  A  joint  working  group 
composed  of  industry,  environmental  groups,  and  state 
and  local  governments  was  established  to  propose  new 
legislation  to  be  enacted  by  the  U.S.  Congress  to  change 
the  way  oil  shale  lands  can  be  leased.  A  draft  proposal 
was  developed,  but  this  group  was  disbanded  prior  to 
completion  of  a  final  project.  Several  of  the  concepts 
recommended  in  the  draft  were  evaluated  and  incorpo- 
rated into  this  RMP  based  on  their  beneficial  attributes 
in  oil  shale  leasing." 


Page  35 

26  (10-9),  37  (10-19) 

Column  1,  fourth  full  paragraph,  first  sentence: 
"30,780  acres  of  land  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
planning  area  have  been  identified  as  having  coal  devel- 
opment potential." 

Column  1,  fourth  full  paragraph,  starting  at  sentence  3: 
"Total  coal  reserves  within  the  area  of  development 
potential  amount  to  some  400  million  tons  recoverable 
by  subsurface  mining  methods  and  approximately  20 


"BLM  has  cooperated  with  the  White  River  National 
Forest  through  its  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
office  on  the  issue  of  increased  recreation  use  resulting 
from  energy  development  by  participating  in  the 
'Battlement  Mesa  Interagency  Draft  Management  Plan' 
(USFS,  BLM,  Glenwood  Springs,  CO,  unpublished 
March  1982).  This  management  plan  has  projected 
growth  rates  in  recreation  visitor  days  for  the  Battlement 
area  of  Garfield  County  and  for  the  remainder  of 
Colorado.  Estimated  growth  rates  were  based  on  changes 
from  the  1980/1981  use  level.  Garfield  County  rates, 
while  low  to  begin  with,  projected  a  change  of  180  per- 
cent by  1990  and  228  percent  by  2000.  The  remainder  of 
the  State  was  projected  to  expand  by  23  percent  and  33 
percent,  respectively,  for  the  same  years.  Use  of  the 
White  River  National  Forest's  Rifle  District  is 
predominantly  by  local  and  in-state  residents,  with  Rio 
Blanco  County  contributing  some  2.7  percent  of  this  use. 
Out-of-state  use  was  projected  at  growth  rates  of  4  per- 
cent and  6  percent,  respectively,  in  1990  and  2000;  these 
rates  are  much  less  than  those  predicted  for  local  users. 

Based  upon  the  Colorado  State  Comprehensive  Outdoor 
Recreation  Plan  (SCORP),  most  growth  in  recreation  use 
would  result  from  bicycling,  4-wheeling,  nature  study, 
fishing,  swimming,  and  dayhiking.  An  unpublished 
research  paper  'Energy  Development  Impacts  on  the 
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Blanco  and  Rifle  Ranger  Districts  of  the  White  River 
National  Forest'  (W.  M.  Herrett  February  1981)  cited  the 
four  preferred  recreational  activities  of  the  oil  shale 
workforce  as  fishing,  hunting,  skiing,  and  camping.  This 
information  was  derived  from  the  Cathedral  Bluffs  Shale 
Oil  Project  Socioeconomic  Monitoring  Report,  publisher 
unknown.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  White  River  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  (USDA,  USFS  1983)  addresses  in- 
teragency concerns." 


access  from  NMHA  during  hunting  seasons  and  restrict 
to  foot  access  only.  Seasonal  ...". 


Page  93 

26  (10-9),  37  (10-19) 

Column  1,  fifth  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence,  insert: 
"Also  included  in  this  area  (but  not  included  in  the 
29,610-acre  calculation)  are  portions  of  two  coal  leases 


Page  81 

N/A 

Table  III-l,  Oil  Shale  (row),  Wildlife  Alternative  (col- 
umn), tenth  sentence,  delete  the  word  "smaW . 

Table  III-l,  Oil  Shale  (row),  Oil  and  Gas  Alternative 
(column),  insert  after  the  eleventh  sentence:  "No 
commercial". 

Table  III-l,  Oil  Shale  (row),  Preferred  Alternative  (col- 
umn), sixth  full  paragraph,  first  sentence,  delete  the 
word  "smalP'  and  delete  the  second  sentence,  "No 
commerciaP'. 


Page  82 

1  (10-1) 

Table  III-l,  Wild  Horses  (row),  Oil  Shale  Alternative 
(column),  change  paragraph  to  read:  "Reduce  herd  size 
to  maximum  of  65  horses.  Impacts  to  the  wild  horse 
range  would  be  mitigated  to  ensure  maintenance  of  the 
population  within  the  herd  management  area." 

1  (10-1),  77  (10-55) 

Table  III-l,  Wild  Horses  (row),  Preferred  Alternative 
(column),  replace  entire  paragraph:  "Implement  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Plan.  Herd  population  objec- 
tive is  65  to  100  horses.  Impacts  to  the  wild  horse  range 
would  be  mitigated  to  ensure  maintenance  of  the  popu- 
lation within  the  herd  management  area." 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  seventh  sentence:  "Ap- 
proximately 5,358  acres  (figure  includes  unsuitable  acre- 
age within  existing  leases)  were  determined  to  be 
unacceptable  for  surface  methods  of  development." 

Page  99 

32  (10-18) 

Column  2,  insert  at  end  of  fourth  full  paragraph: 
"Upon  completion  of  the  aforementioned  spring  and 
stream  channel  stability  inventories,  critical  and  sen- 
sitive watersheds  will  be  identified.  Watershed  manage- 
ment plans  will  then  be  developed  to  control  erosional 
and  saline  areas  in  the  Piceance  Basin  in  an  effort  to  im- 
prove water  quality  in  the  Colorado  River  System." 

Page  108 

45  (10-30,  31),  78  (10-67),  B  (10-72) 

Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "In- 
itial short-term  allocation  provides  36,160  AUMs  of 
forage  to  mule  deer  and  elk.  Implementation  of  inten- 
sive livestock  management  and  wildlife  habitat  improve- 
ment projects  would  allow  for  a  long-term  allocation 
increase  to  40,501  AUMs  by  the  year  2000." 

16  (10-7) 

Column  1,  fifth  full  paragraph,  add  after  first  sentence: 
"Inventories  and  habitat  projects  from  this  effort  have 
provided  positive  benefits  to  the  wildlife  resource." 


Page  83 

N/A 


Page  115 

28  (10-16),  55  (10-35),  63  (10-46),  79  (10-69),  B  (10-73) 


Table  III-l,   Recreation  (row),   Preferred  Alternative 
(column),  add  after  third  sentence:  "Eliminate  horse 


Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  sixth  sentence:  "Ac- 
tivities which  cannot  meet  these  objectives  in  the  short- 
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term  are  placed  in  an  interim  category  (class  V).  Long- 
term  rehabilitation  is  expected  to  restore  these  areas,  to 
one  of  the  other  classes." 


Page  127 

N/A 


Page  128 

32  (10-18) 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  insert  after  item  number 
6.:  "7.  Construct  salinity  control  structures  and  evapo- 
ration ponds  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  salts  entering 
streams." 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  change  to  read:  "Small 
Research  tracts  would  be  considered  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  on  ..." 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  delete  the  fourth 
sentence:  "While  tract  size  ..." 

43  (10-29) 

Column  2,  fourth  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "All  public 
lands  in  the  planning  area  would  continue  to  remain 
open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  except  for  lands  necessarily 
and  justifiably  protected  in  the  public  interest  for  other 
important  resource  values  ..." 


Page  129 

32  (10-18) 

Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  insert  after  item 
number  10:  "11.  Develop  watershed  activity  plans  for 
controlling  salinity." 

Page  137 

N/A 


Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  first  sentence,  change 
to  read:  "Research  tracts  would  be  considered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  ..." 


Page  128 

43  (10-29) 


Page  139 

N/A 


Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  starting  at  first  com- 
plete sentence:  "As  leases  expire  in  these  areas,  these 
other  resource  values  would  have  to  be  considered  prior 
to  lease  reissuance.  Additional  stipulations  such  as  no- 
surface-occupancy  or  seasonal  restriction  may  be  neces- 
sary and  justified  on  new  or  reissued  leases  based  upon 
these  values.  To  the  extent  feasible,  stipulations  would 
specify  the  reason  for  the  stipulations,  the  lands  in- 
volved, and  the  probable  effect  of  the  stipulations  on 
lease  activities.  Stipulations  would  also  include  a  provi- 
sion for  waiver  if  circumstances  or  relative  resource 
values  changed,  or  if  the  lessee  demonstrated  that 
operations  could  be  conducted  without  causing  unac- 
ceptable impacts.  If  protection  ..." 

Column  1,  first  complete  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "In 
addition,  site  specific  or  temporary  restrictions  specified 
in  the  'White  River  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 
Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment'  (USDI,  BLM 
February  1982)  would  be  necessary  and  justifiable  prior 
to  leasing  or  exploration  to  protect  other  important 
resources  ..." 


Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  delete  the  first  full 
sentence:  "While  tract  size  ...". 

43  (10-29) 

Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  third  complete 
sentence:  "In  addition,  site  specific  or  temporary 
restrictions  specified  in  the  'White  River  Resource  Area 
Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Umbrella  Environmental  Assess- 
ment' (USDI,  BLM  February  1982)  would  be  necessary 
and  justifiable  prior  to  leasing  or  exploration  to  protect 
other  important  resources  ..." 


Page  140 

32  (10-18) 

Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  after  item 
number  7:  "Construct  salinity  control  structures  and 
evaporation  ponds  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  salts  enter- 
ing streams." 
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Page  141 

45  (10-30,  31),  78  (10-67),  B  (10-72) 


Page  149 

1  (10-1) 


Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  add  to  end  of 
paragraph  :  "This  increase  in  forage  would  be  provided 
by  implementation  of  habitat  improvement  projects  and 
intensive    management    practices    for    wildlife    and 

livestock." 


Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  add  to  end  of 
paragraph:  "Unmitigable  impacts  from  large-scale  oil 
shale  development  to  the  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management 

Area  or  herd  population  objective  would  require  an 
amendment  to  this  land-use  plan." 


N/A 

Column  2,  last  paragraph,  first  sentence,  change  to 
read:  "Research  tracts  would  be  considered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  ..." 

Column  2,  last  paragraph,  delete  last  two  sentences: 
"No  commercial  scale  ...". 


Page  147 

43  (10-29) 

Column  1,  fourth  full  paragraph,  insert  after  sentence 
3:  "To  the  extent  feasible,  stipulations  would  specify 
the  reason  for  the  stipulations,  the  lands  involved,  and 
the  probable  effect  of  the  stipulations  on  lease  activities. 
Stipulations  would  also  include  a  provision  for  waiver  if 
circumstances  or  relative  resource  values  changed,  or  if 
the  lessee  demonstrated  that  operations  could  be  con- 
ducted without  causing  unacceptable  impacts." 

Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  first  line:  "... 
specified  in  the  'White  River  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas 
Leasing  Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment'  would  be 
necessary  and  justified  prior  to  leasing  or  exploration  in 
order  to  protect  other  important  resources  ..." 


Page  148 

32  (10-18) 

Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  after  item 
number  7:  "Construct  salinity  control  structures  and 
evaporation  ponds  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  salts  enter- 
ing streams." 


Page  153 

41  (10-26) 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  insert  after  second 
sentence:  "  "Air  resource  budgeting"  would  include 
appropriate  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  to  local  and 
regional  air  quality  as  a  major  factor  in  leasing 
decisions." 

N/A 

Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  seventh  sentence, 
change  to  read:  "These  tracts  and  small  research  leases 


Page  155 

4  (10-3),  41  (10-20), 
(10-62,  63) 


(10-46,  47,  48,  49,  50),  78 


Column  1,  insert  new  paragraphs  after  first  partial 
paragraph:  "These  thresholds  were  established  by  BLM 
with  assistance  from  cooperating  regulatory  agencies. 
BLM  will  assume  the  lead  role  in  use  of  this  concept  as  a 
management  tool  in  the  decisionmaking  process  for  oil 
shale  leasing.  Assistance  from  government  agencies,  the 
public,  lessees,  and  private  developers  will  be  necessary 
in  establishing  and  maintaining  specific  methodology 
for  monitoring  impacts  affecting  threshold  levels.  These 
participants  would  also  assist  with  data  acquisition,  in- 
terpretation of  data,  and  conflict  resolution.  Figure 
HI-19  illustrates  the  carrying  capacity  process  and  is 
described  in  detail  below. 

An  initial  baseline  must  be  established  to  provide  a 
realistic  projection  of  the  present  carrying  capacity 
situation.  This  projection  would  be  based  on  current 
development  activities  and  projects  likely  to  occur  in  the 
immediate  future.  Once  established,  baseline  monitor- 
ing would  be  necessary  to  maintain  accuracy.  Monitor- 
ing would  evaluate  current  mitigation  or  impact-causing 
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activities  which  would  affect  the  carrying  capacity  sit- 
uation. The  present  carrying  capacity  would  then  be 
adjusted  accordingly. 

Analysis  of  a  proposed  project  must  identify  potential 
resource  impacts  from  project  development,  evaluate 
proposed  mitigation,  and  determine  the  resultant  un- 
mitigated impacts.  Unmitigated  impacts  are  considered 
cumulative  and  would  be  measured  against  the  carrying 
capacity.  Impacts  would  be  assessed  over  the  project 
duration.  A  decision  would  be  made  as  to  whether  un- 
mitigated impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  in  combina- 
tion with  baseline  impacts,  would  exceed  any  carrying 
capacity  thresholds.  A  project  within  the  threshold 
could  then  be  completely  analyzed  for  a  leasing  deci- 
sion. If  leased,  the  unmitigated  impacts  would  be  added 
to  the  baseline.  A  project  exceeding  the  threshold  could 
not  be  leased  as  proposed.  At  that  point,  the  lessee 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  adjust  the  project  and 
resubmit  it  for  analysis  of  threshold  conformance. 

Mitigation  evaluation  in  this  analysis  must  be  demon- 
strated as  being  successful  and  capable  of  achieving  the 
level  of  mitigation  assumed.  This  mitigation  would  be 
considered  committed  if  the  lease  was  issued.  Project 
impacts  would  be  monitored  to  assure  the  level  of 
mitigation  assumed  in  the  analysis  is  achieved.  Leasing 
provisions  would  allow  for  assignment  of  additional 
mitigation,  should  monitoring  reveal  inadequacies. 


Table  III-9,  Social/Economic  (row),  Remarks 
(column),  replace  entire  paragraph:  "Economic  carry- 
ing capacity  is  relative  to  local  tax  base,  bonding  capaci- 
ty, federal  and  state  grants-in-aid,  and  up-front  cor- 
porate impact  funding,  all  of  which  serve  to  mitigate 
economic  impacts.  Most  social  science  researchers  place 
the  critical  rate  of  annual  growth  beyond  which  social 
change  is  disruptive  between  5  and  15  percent,  depend- 
ing upon  attitudes  and  other  social  factors  and  the  ade- 
quacy of  mitigations.  Local  officials  would  be  consulted 
prior  to  making  a  leasing  decision  based  on  social 
and/or  economic  carrying  capacity.  Postponement  of 
development  or  staggered  leasing  would  be  possible 
alternatives  if  such  overloading  seemed  probable." 

45  (10-30,  31),  78  (10-68) 

Table  III— 9,  Wildlife  (row),  Remarks  (column),  last 
sentence:  "Livestock  grazing  use  would  not  be  reduced 
by  BLM  as  a  method  of  mitigating  the  impacts  of 
energy  development  in  order  to  decrease  livestock/ 
wildlife  forage  competition  or  to  supplement  forage 
available  to  wildlife.  Mitigation  necessary  to  avoid 
development  impacts  from  exceeding  this  threshold 
would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  mineral  lessee,  not 
BLM." 


Insert  Figure  111-19  after  Table  III-9. 


Noncompliance  with  one  threshold  would  be  sufficient 
to  disallow  the  lease  as  proposed.  Individual  thresholds 
were  not  ranked  and  do  not  have  priority  over  each 
other.  Trade-offs  between  thresholds  would  not  be 
permitted." 


Page  155 

N/A 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  first  sentence,  change 
to  read:  "Research  tracts  would  be  considered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  . . . " . 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  second  sentence, 
change  to  read:  "The  Secretary  may  also  propose  ...". 


Page  156 

4  (10-4),  6  (10-5),  27  (10-10,  11,  14),  41  (10-21,  22,  23, 
24),  61  (10-36,  37,  38,  40,  41),  73  (10-52),  78  (10-64),  A 
(10-70),  C  (10-75) 


|PR0P0SED| 
I  PROJECT  I 


I  BASELINE  ESTABLISHED  -  CURRENT  SITUATION! 


ICONTINUOUS  MONITORING | 

I 

|  IMPACTS  EVALUATED  AND  | 

I  ADDED  TO  BASELINE 


IC0MPARE   BASELINE  TO  CARRYING  CAPACITY! 


|  EXCEEDS 
(CARRYING 
I  CAPACITY 


|    WITHIN 
| CARRYING 
I  CAPACITY 


|  LOCATION,   TECHNOLOGY  | 
| AND  MITIGATION  | 

|  RECONSIDERED j 


LEASE    I 
I  ISSUED! 


FIGURE  111-19.  Carrying  Capacity  Project  to  Evaluate 
Proposed  Projects 
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61  (10-43) 

Column  1,  (text),  first  partial  paragraph,  after  the  first 
partial  sentence,  change  to  read:  "...  is  in  the  public  in- 
terest. Each  proposed  research  lease  would  be  judged  on 
its  own  merits.  The  Secretary  would  have  to  establish 
procedures  and  policy  for  such  leasing  in  conformity 
with  his  authority  as  provided  by  the  Minerals  Leasing 
Act  of  1920,  as  amended.  Research  tracts  ..." 


Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  after  item 
number  10:  "11.  Develop  watershed  activity  plans  for 
controlling  salinity." 


Page  159 

70  (10-51) 


Page  157 

43  (10-29) 

Column  1,  fourth  full  paragraph,  insert  after  the  third 
sentence:  "To  the  extent  feasible,  stipulations  would 
specify  the  reason  for  the  stipulations,  the  lands  in- 
volved, and  the  probable  effect  of  the  stipulations  on 
lease  activities.  Stipulations  would  also  include  a  provi- 
sion for  waiver  if  circumstances  or  relative  resource 
values  changed  or  if  the  lessee  demonstrated  that  opera- 
tions could  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts." 

Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  second  full  sentence: 
"In  addition,  the  site-specific  or  temporary  restrictions 
specified  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas 
Leasing  Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment  (USDI, 
BLM  February  1982)  would  be  necessary  and  justified 
prior  to  leasing  or  exploration  to  protect  other  impor- 
tant resources,  and  to  plan  for  orderly  development  of 
the  resource." 

N/A 


Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  insert  after  end  of  fifth 
sentence:  "The  5-year  sale  plan  would  be  updated  an- 
nually throughout  the  life  of  the  RMP.  Updating  would 
include  review  and  reevaluation  of  the  following  fac- 
tors: sale  area  location,  sale  area  priorities,  timber  type, 
products  to  be  sold,  volumes,  new  roads  and  road  im- 
provements, sale  size,  harvest  system,  slash  disposal 
method,  potential  resource  conflicts,  and  support 
needs." 

1  (10-1) 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  replace  last  sentence 
with:  "Unmitigable  impacts  from  large-scale  oil  shale 
development  to  the  wild  horse  herd  management  area  or 
herd  population  objective  would  require  an  update  to 
this  land  use  plan." 


Page  160 

45  (10-30,  31),  78  (10-67),  B  (10-72) 


Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  before  last 
sentence  and  change  last  sentence:  "The  Umbrella  EA 
would  be  updated  to  reflect  necessary  and  justifiable 
changes  to  existing  and/or  new  additional  stipulations 
to  protect  other  resource  values  as  a  result  of  the 
analysis  contained  in  the  RMP.  New  or  reissued  leases 
would  then  be  subject  to  the  revised  and/or  additional 
stipulations  for  other  critical  resource  values  when 
issued." 


Page  158 

32  (10-18) 

Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  after  item 
number  6:  "7.  Construct  salinity  control  structures  and 
evaporation  ponds  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  salts  enter- 
ing streams." 


Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  second  line:  "... 
game  population  objectives.  This  increase  in  forage 
would  be  provided  by  implementation  of  habitat  im- 
provement projects  and  intensive  management  practices 
for  wildlife  and  livestock." 

78  (10-65) 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "Cur- 
rent research  efforts  would  be  expanded  to  collect  data 
necessary  for  proper  management." 

77  (10-60) 

Column  1,  third  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "Pro- 
posed man-induced  surface  disturbing  activities  in  or 
adjacent  to  known  candidate  and  sensitive  plant  loca- 
tions and  the  remaining  remnant  vegetation  ..." 
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Page  161 

N/A 

Column  1,  first  paragraph,  change  second  complete 
sentence  to  read:  "No  surface  occupancy  ...  02P005  in 
School  Gulch,  and  the  ..." 


Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "  ...  up 
to  three  additional  leases,  and  possibly  a  fourth,  could 
be  safely  accommodated  in  addition  to  the  baseline." 

Page  171 

77  (10-57) 


Page  162 

28  (10-16) 

Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "... 
would  be  closed  to  motorized  vehicles  and  horses  during 

big  game  hunting  season  ..." 

55  (10-35),  63  (10-45),  79  (10-69),  B  (10-73) 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  add  after  first  sentence: 
"Maintenance  of  visual  quality  within  the  VRM 
management  priority  area  would  be  stressed.  The 
Cathedral  Bluffs  overlook  would  be  managed  under  the 
VRM  class  II  objective." 


Page  169 

77  (10-56) 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  insert  at  end  of  the  sec- 
ond sentence:  "Indirect  impacts  from  nitrogen  oxide 
emissions  may  be  significant  since  these  pollutants  con- 
tribute to  visibility  reduction.  In  the  western  U.S.,  con- 
tributions to  acid  deposition  by  nitrogen  oxides  are 
believed  to  be  about  equal  to  those  of  sulfur  dioxide." 

Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "The 
Current  Management  Alternative  would  have  direct  im- 
pacts for  S02  and  particulates  about  30  and  50  percent 
above  the  assumed  baseline,  respectively." 


Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  third  and  fourth 
sentences:  "As  technology  improves  or  if  evaluation 
methodologies  change,  production  rates  may  increase. 
PSD  permits  issued  by  the  State  would  act  as  an  effec- 
tive limit  to  development,  but  not  necessarily  to 
leasing." 

Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  delete  first  sentence 
and  replace  with  the  following:  "Recent  studies  by  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the  National  Acid  Deposition 
Program,  among  others,  indicate  that  adverse  impacts 
to  Class  I  area  visibility  and  lake  acidification  are  pos- 
sible before  PSD  increments  are  exceeded." 


Page  174 

43  (10-29) 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "Ap- 
proval will  be  in  accordance  with  (1)  necessary  and 
justifiable  lease  stipulations  ..." 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "In  ad- 
dition, the  lessee  will  be  required  to  meet  the  committed 
mitigation  measures  and  necessary  and  justifiable 
stipulations  ..." 


Page  175 

37  (10-79) 


Page  170 

N/A 

Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "... 
approximately  300,000  to  400,000  barrels  per  day  ..." 

Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  fifth  sentence:  "This 
is  based  on  a  production  rate  of  about  400,000  barrels 
per  day,  yet  360,000  barrels  was  used  as  a  conservative 
estimate  for  the  purposes  of  this  RMP.  This  leaves  an 
additional  production  potential  of  up  to  126,600  barrels 


Column  1,  sixth  full  paragraph,  delete  the  second 
sentence  and  replace  with:  "Approximately  20  million 
tons  of  surface  minable  coal  would  be  left  undeveloped 
for  the  long  term." 

Page  182 

77  (10-58) 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  insert  after  last 
sentence:  "The  policy  of  the  Department  of  Health  is 
not  to  allow  the  discharge  of  process  water  from  oil 
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shale  facilities.  To  date,  all  applications  to  the  Depart- 
ment by  oil  shale  companies  have  included  a  commit- 
ment to  no  surface  discharge  of  process  waters." 

77  (10-59) 

Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  at  the  end  of 
the  second  full  sentence:  "This  assumes  a  water  use  of 
one  to  four  barrels  of  water  per  barrel  of  shale  oil  pro- 
duced; water  use  would  vary,  depending  on  applied 
management,  treatment,  and  reuse  of  water  resources." 


Page  183 

14  (10-78) 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "A 
current  value  of  $57.00  per  ton  of  salinity  increase  of 
Imperial  Dam  takes  into  account  the  total  economic  im- 
pact estimate  for  a!l  quantified  detriments  to  agricul- 
tural, municipal,  and  industrial  sectors  for  Lower  Basin 
water  users  in  the  United  States." 


Page  186 

20  (10-8),  78  (10-67) 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "Cover 
and  production  of  desirable  species  would  increase  in  all 
vegetation  types  because  of  an  aggressive  rangeland 
management/habitat  improvement  program." 

Column  2,  second  full  paragraph,  replace  entire  para-  \ 
graph:  "On  small-scale  disturbances,  generally  five 
acres  or  less,  resulting  from  nonrenewable  resource  de- 
velopment, impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  mitigated  by 
prompt  reclamation  and  revegetation  with  adapted  and 
native  species." 


Page  192 

C  (10-76) 

Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  at  end  of  para- 
graph: "An  increase  in  traffic  volume  from  develop- 
ment activities  correlates  to  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
vehicle/wildlife  accidents.  Accidents  would  occur  most 
frequently  along  Highway  13  and  the  Piceance  Creek 
Road.  Direct  mortality  from  road  kills  would  affect 
mule  deer  more  than  other  species.  Estimates  of  vehicle 
use  for  each  alternative  are  not  available  for  analysis.  It 


is  speculated  that  alternatives,  when  ranked  from  great- 
est to  least  potential  for  road  kills,  would  be  as  follows: 
Oil  Shale,  Oil  and  Gas,  Current/Preferred  (similar), 
and  Wildlife." 

45  (10-32),  53  (10-34) 

Column  1,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  insert  at  end  of 
paragraph:  "AM  specific  projects  or  actions  which  may 
affect  any  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  spe- 
cies would  require  a  biological  assessment.  Any  situa- 
tions that  could  not  be  resolved  by  informal  consulta- 
tion would  require  BLM  to  initiate  formal  Section  7 
consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service." 

27  (10-13),  45  (10-30,  31),  61  (10-39) 

Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "...  to 
supplement  forage  available  to  wildlife  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  violation  of  this  wildlife  threshold.  The 
mitigation  necessary  to  avoid  impacts  from  develop- 
ment exceeding  this  threshold  would  be  the  responsibil- 
ity of  the  mineral  lessee,  not  BLM.  This  must  not  be 
confused  with  BLM's  authority  to  reduce  livestock  graz- 
ing in  other  management  situations." 


Page  197 

C  (10-77) 

Column  1,  insert  new  paragraph  after  second  full  para- 
graph: "  'According  to  the  Battlement  Mesa  Interagency 
Draft  Management  Plan'  (BLM-USFS,  Glenwood 
Springs,  Colorado,  March  1982),  the  impacts  to  U.S. 
Forest  Service  lands  from  proposed  development  (all 
alternatives)  would  be  low  in  wilderness  areas,  since 
utilization  of  wilderness  lands  does  not  represent  a  pre- 
ferred use  by  the  oil  shale  workforce.  Impacts  to  river 
and  lake  recreation  areas,  campgrounds,  and  popular 
hunting  areas  would  be  moderate  to  high  unless  mitigated 
through  implementation  of  the  proposed  recommenda- 
tions contained  in  the  Battlement  Plan." 


N/A 

Column  1,  first  paragraph,  insert  after  fifth  sentence: 
"An  exception  to  this  is  that  individuals  who  desire  to 
enter  the  nonmotorized  hunting  area  on  horseback 
would  be  forced  to  proceed  on  foot.  1ms  action  would 
equalize  hunting  opportunities  between  most  hunters. 
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Other  impacts  would  be  roughly  half  of  those  discussed 
in  the  Wildlife  Alternative  ..." 


Page  201 

28  (10-16),  55  (10-35),  63  (10-45),  79  (10-69),  B  (10-73) 

Column  1,  first  partial  paragraph,  third  full  sentence: 
"Much  of  the  basin  could  have  VRM  classes  down- 
graded." 


Page  215 

4  (10-4),  6  (10-5),  27  (10-12,  15),  41  (10-21,  22,  23,  24), 
61  (10-40,  41),  73  (10-53,  54),  78  (10-64),  A  (10-70),  C 
(10-75) 

Column  1,  "Committed  Mitigation",  delete  entire 
section. 


Page  217 

41  (10-28),  61  (10-42) 


Table  IV-10,  Visual  Resources  (row),  Oil  Shale  (col- 
umn), first  sentence:  "...  except  additional  mining  and 
disposal  areas  created  where  VRM  class  would  be  de- 
graded to  class  V until  rehabilitated." 

Table  IV-10,  Visual  Resources  (row),  Preferred  (col- 
umn), add  to  end  of  paragraph:  "Cathedral  Bluffs 
overlook  area  would  be  managed  under  VKM  class  II 
objectives." 

Page  229 

78  (10-66) 

Column  2,  fourth  full  paragraph,  add  to  end:  "Positive 
impacts  to  recreation  would  include  enhanced  visitor 
services,  recreation  opportunity  (both  land  and  water 
based),  and  management  attention.  Current  and  future 
demand  for  waterbased  recreation  would  be  met 
through  river  access  development,  providing  oppor- 
tunities for  waterfowl  hunting,  fishing,  boating, 
wading,  nature  study,  and  picnicking.  The  recreation 
area  management  plan  would  address  development 
issues  in  more  detail." 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "<z  rate  of 
1.4  cents.  As  a  result,  additional  fees  per  ton-mile 
should  be  assessed  over  and  above  taxes  and  license  fees 
currently  being  paid.  Assessment  of  the  additional  fees 
should  be  conducted  and  enforced  by  the  State  Highway 
and  Transportation  Department." 


Page  226 

N/A 

Table  IV-10,  Recreation  (row),  Preferred  Alternative 
(column),  add  to  end  of  first  paragraph:  "Nonmotor- 
ized  hunting  area  would  be  closed  to  horses  as  well  as 
motorized  vehicles." 

28  (10-16),  55  (10-35),  63  (10-45),  79  (10-69),  B  (10-73) 

Table  IV-10,  Visual  Resources  (row),  Current  Manage- 
ment (column),  add  to  end  of  first  paragraph: 
"Cathedral  Bluffs  overlook  area  would  be  managed 
under  VRM  class  II  objectives." 

Table  IV-10,  Visual  Resources  (row),  Oil  and  Gas  (col- 
umn), last  sentence:  "Oil  pad  areas  would  downgrade 
VRM  classes  until  rehabilitated." 


Page  236 

4  (10-4),  6  (10-5),  27  (10-12,  15),  41  (10-21,  22,  23,  24), 
61  (10-40,  41),  73  (10-53,  54),  78  (10-64),  A  (10-70),  C 
(10-75) 

Column  1,  before  last  partial  paragraph,  insert  new 
paragraph  reading:  "The  lessee  and  affected  state  and 
local  governments  are  encouraged  to  cooperatively  de- 
velop a  satisfactory  social  and  economic  mitigation  plan 
at  the  time  of  submission  of  the  Detailed  Development 
Plan." 


Page  237 

41  (10-28),  61  (10-42) 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "... 
highway  users  could  be  required  to  contribute  addi- 
tional monies  per  ton  per  mile  over  and  above  normal 
tax  and  license  fees.  The  additional  monies  would  be 
assessed  and  collection  enforced  by  the  State  Highway 
and  Transportation  Department.  Other  methods  to  off- 
set the  damage  to  highways  from  heavy  truck  traffic 
hauling  mineral  products  could  involve  alternate  means 
of  transportation.  Some  of  these  would  include  pipe- 
lines, slurry  pipelines,  a  rail  spur  in  the  Piceance  Creek 
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Basin,  a  conveyor  system,  and  privately  developed  haul 
roads." 

77  (10-61) 

Column  2,  fourth  full  paragraph,  add  at  end  of  para- 
graph: "Specific  technology  has  not  yet  been  developed 
to  hum  the  carbon  associated  with  spent  shale.  If 
developed,  this  process  could  reduce  imported  energy 
requirements  by  using  this  otherwise  wasted  resource 
for  cogeneration  or  process  heat." 


Page  254 

11  (10-6) 

Column  1,  sixth  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "The 
unique  importance  of  this  SMA  is  that  a  downstream 
population  of  Sullivantia  purpusii  is  dependent  upon 
receiving  an  adequate  quality  and  quantity  of  water 
from  this  relatively  small,  undisturbed  watershed." 


VOLUME  2 


would  be  managed.  Management  emphasis  would  be  di- 
rected toward  the  resource  for  which  the  priority  area 
was  established.  Management  of  fully  compatible  re- 
sources could  proceed  without  restriction.  Resources 
compatible  if  stipulations  were  imposed  would  be  al- 
lowed based  on  management  practices  and  mitigation  de- 
scribed in  Chapters  ffl  and  IV  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  In 
most  situations,  such  implementation  would  proceed 
without  violaton  of  the  priority  area  objective.  Signifi- 
cant conflicts  would  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  priority 
area  objective.  Resource  uses  incompatible  with  the 
priority  area  objective  would  proceed  based  on  Map 
Addendum  descriptions  for  excluded  uses." 


Page  2 

N/A 

Table  MA-1,  NOTES,  3.:  "This  table  does  not  show 
compatibility,  only  management  priority.  Refer  to  the 
definitions  for  Management  Priority  Areas  on  the  fol- 
lowing pages  for  a  description  of  compatible  and  incom- 
patible land  uses." 


Page  1 

45  (10-33) 


Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  insert  new  paragraph 
at  end:  "It  is  critical  to  understand  how  a  priority  area 


Page  3 

41  (10-25) 

Column  1,  first  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "No  sur- 
face occupancy  stipulations  would  be  required  for  cru- 
cial raptor  habitats  ..." 


208 


ERRATA 


This  section  contains  corrections  to  minor  typograph- 
ical errors  or  minor  clarifications  to  the  text.  Correc- 
tions are  presented  first  by  volume,  then  by  page 
number.  Under  page  number,  the  comment  letter 
number  and/or  transcript  symbol  along  with  the  spe- 
cific comment  number  (in  parentheses)  is  listed.  Edi- 
torial corrections  as  the  result  of  internal  review  are 
indicated  by  "N/A".  This  is  followed  by  column,  para- 
graph, and  sentence  number  where  possible. 


VOLUMES  1  AND  2 

N/A 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence:  "non- 
attainment"  should  read  "nonattainment". 

Table  II— 1 ,  Carbon  Monoxide  (row),  Ambient 
(column),  Federal,  Primary:  "10,00"  should  read 
"10,000". 


Page  23 

N/A 


Column   1,   first  full  paragraph  (text),  last  sentence: 
"non-attainment"  should  read  "nonattainment". 


The  word  RARE,  wherever  used  in  the  context  of  plant 
species,  is  replaced  with  the  word  CANDIDATE. 


VOLUME  1 


Column  2,  second  full  paragraph  (text),  last  sentence: 
"10  to  15  microns"  should  read  "10  microns". 

Table  II-2,  Carbon  Monoxide  (column):  "Ave.  Time" 
should  read  "Avg.  Time". 


Page  viii 

N/A 


Page  24 

N/A 


Column  2,  LIST  OF  TABLES,  Table  1-1:  "Surface 
Ownership"  should  read  "Surface  Land  Ownership". 

Column  2,  LIST  OF  TABLES,  Table  HI-4:  "Percent  of 
Yearly  Forage  Supply  Obtained  ..."  should  read  "Per- 
cent of  Grazing  Obtained  ..." 

Page  ix 

N/A 

Column  1,  LIST  OF  TABLES,  Table  IV-8:  The  correct 
page  number  for  this  table  is  "218". 

Column  1,  LIST  OF  TABLES,  Table  IV-9:  The  correct 
page  number  for  this  table  is  "218". 

Column  2,  LIST  OF  FIGURES,  insert:  Figure  111-19. 
Carrying  Capacity  Process  to  Evaluate  Proposed 
Projects. 

Page  21 

N/A 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "non- 
attainment"  should  read  "nonattainment". 


Table  II-2,  Rio  Blanco  Tract  (row),  Period  (column), 

12/77-11/78: 

line    ^1      575_  575_  --      11^_  8_      176_  --      1_ 

26      79      —      ..■■" 

should  read 

"1      575    575    —      


118     176    - 


1        26      79 


Table   II-3,    "Lead"    (column):    "1/4"    should   read 

Table  II-3,  Craig  Courthouse  (row),  1982  Data,  Station 
(column): 


line     "160  .... 


78       4.2" 


should  read 

"160  83        48        L85_   78       42" 

Table  II-3,  Craig  Courthouse  (row),  1979  Data,  Station 

(column): 

line     "41     93*      206_    170*    111^_  111^_   .... 

24       15      5i      24        U       L6" 

should  read 

"41     (93)     206      170*    .... 


24       (3.5)   5.6      24       (1.1)    1.6" 
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Page  25 

N/A 


Table  II-3,  Grand  Junction  Rood  St.  (row),  1981  data, 
T,5  (column):  "57"  should  read  "(57)". 

Table  II-3,  Grand  Junction  Rood  St.  (row),  1979  data 

line  starting  with  Sulphate  (column): 

"64    AA_   12^6    64       $JS_  30.7" 

should  read 

"64    (4J)    Y2J>_  64       (3J3)   30.7" 

Table  II-3,  Rangely  High  School  (row),  1982  data: 
line     "77     648_  —•" 

should  read 

"77     64       —" 

Table  II-3,  Rifle,  Third  Ave  (row),  1979  data,  starting 
with  Sulphate  (column): 
line     "j>6     3^   ri2    66       L8      10.6" 
"j$6     06)    12.2    66       (1.8)    10.6" 


Column  1,  fourth  full  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "Elk 
seasonal  ranges  and  migration  routes  are  shown  ..." 
should  read  "Elk  seasonal  ranges  are  shown  ...". 


Page  56 

77(16-11,  12) 


Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "...  to 
be  274  head."  should  read  "...  to  be  159  head.". 

Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "... 
population  of  274  ..."  should  read  "...  population  of 
159...". 


Page  69 

41  (16-8),  61  (16-9) 

Column  1,  fifth  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence:  "A 
$100  million  ..."  should  read  "An  $800  thousand  ...". 


Table  II-3,  Steamboat  Springs,  Sixth  St.  (row),  1980 
data,  starting  with  Sulphate  (column): 
line     "W    63_   \6A_  64       210_  76" 
should  read 

"W     (6^3)    \6A_  64       (2JJ)   76" 

Table  II-3,  Steamboat  Springs,  Sixth  St.  (row),  1979 

data  starting  with  Sulfate  (column): 

line     "_5_1     41)      109_   51        L9      6J" 

should  read 

"_51     (4^0)    H^   M       (1.9)   6.7" 


Page  27 

N/A 

Table  II-4,  Summer  1983  data  (row),  Craig,  CO  Radi- 
ometer (column):  line  "12/156/226"  should  read 
"107/156/226". 


Page  52 

N/A 

Column  1,  third  full  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "Mule 
deer  seasonal  ranges  and  migration  routes  are  shown 
..."  should  read  "Mule  deer  seasonal  ranges  are  shown 


Page  80 

N/A 


Table  III— 1 ,  Air  Resources  (row),  Oil  Shale  (column), 
first  sentence:  "Maximum  air  quality  degradation  with 
..."  should  read  "Maximum  air  quality  degradation 
within  ...". 


Page  111 

N/A 

Column  2,  first  full  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "...  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  be  required  ..." 
should  read  "...  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 
required  ...". 


Page  115 

N/A 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  sixth  sentence:  delete  en- 
tire sentence  "Activities  which  cannot  meet  these  objec- 
tives in  the  short-term  are  placed  in  an  interim  category 
(class  V)". 
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Page  118 

N/A 


Page  172 

32  (16-6) 


Column  1,  second  full  paragraph,  seventh  sentence:  "... 
route  is  159  miles  long  ..."  should  read  "...  route  is  110 
miles  long  ...". 

Page  146 

39  (16-13),  C  (16-14) 

Figure  111-17,  Legend:  "Open  Pit"  should  read  "Open 
Pit  (Less  than  1:1  Stripping  Ratio)"  and  "Under- 
ground" should  read  "Underground  (Greater  than  1:1 
Stripping  Ratio)". 


Figure  IV-1  Legend:  "...  Impacts  are  Possible)"  should 
read  "...  Impacts  are  Likely)",  and  on  the  next  line, 
"...  Impacts  are  Likely)"  should  read  "...  Impacts  are 
Possible)". 


Page  174 

N/A 

Column  1,  first  paragraph,  last  sentence:  "...  Environ- 
mental Assessment  ..."  should  read  "...  Environmental 
Assessment  (USDI,  BLM  February  1982)." 


Page  147 

N/A 


Page  183 

14  (16-1) 


Column  2,  first  partial  paragraph,  first  partial  sentence: 
"...  Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment  ..."  should 
read  "...  Umbrella  Environmental  Assessment  (USDI, 
BLM  February  1982)  ...". 


Page  156 

N/A 

Table  III-9,  Air  Quality  (row),  THRESHOLDS  (col- 
umn): "Class  II  increments  ..."  should  read  "Class  11/ 
Category  II  increments  ..."  and  the  two  references  to 
"Class  I  ..."  should  read  "Class  I/Category  I  ...". 


Column  2,  third  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  ". 
$934,200  ..."  should  read  "...  $986,100  ...". 


Page  184 

14  (16-2),  41  (16-7) 

Column  2,  fifth  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "... 
$729,000  for  necessary  ...  at  Imperial  Dam"  should 
read  "...  $769,500  for  necessary  downstream  users." 


Page  185 

14  (16-2),  41  (16-7) 


Page  167 

27  (16-5) 

Column  2,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence:  '"...  tract 
(C-ll  or  C-18)  ..."  should  read  "...  tract  (C-ll)  ...". 


Page  168 

N/A 

Column  1,  first  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence:  "... 
Environmental  Assessment  ..."  should  read  "... 
Environmental  Assessment  (USDI,  BLM  February 
1982)  ...". 


Column  1,  fifth  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "... 
$1,144,800  for  necessary  ...  at  Imperial  Dam"  should 
read  "...  $1,208,400  for  downstream  users" 

Column  2,  sixth  full  paragraph,  second  sentence:  "... 
$1,560,000  for  ...  treatment  at  ..."  should  read  "... 
$1,646,670  for  downstream  use." 


Page  186 

N/A 


Column  2,  seventh  full  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "... 
through  desication  ..."  should  read  "  through  desic- 
cation ...". 
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Page  221 

N/A 


Page  226 

N/A 


Table  IV-10,  Air  Quality  (row),  CURRENT  MAN- 
AGEMENT (Column),  first  paragraph:  "...  polluted 
..."  should  read  "...  pollutant  ...". 

Table  IV-10,  Air  Quality  (row),  CURRENT  MAN- 
AGEMENT (column),  third  paragraph:  "Probable  sig- 
nificant effect  on  ..."  should  read  "Probable  significant 
effect  of  ...". 

Table  IV-10,  Air  Quality  (row),  CURRENT  MAN- 
AGEMENT (column),  fourth  paragraph:  "Probably 
general  decrease  effect  in  ..."  should  read  "Probable 
general  decrease  in  . . . " . 

Table  IV-10,  Air  Quality  (row),  WILDLIFE  (column), 
third  paragraph:  "Probable  significant  effect  on  ..." 
should  read  "Probable  significant  effect  of  ...". 

Table  IV-10,  Air  Quality  (row),  WILDLIFE  (column), 
fourth  paragraph:  "Probably  general  decrease  effect  in 
..."  should  read  "Probable  general  decrease  in  ...". 


Table  IV-10,  Recreation  (row),  WILDLIFE  (column), 
fifth  sentence:  "...  access  lot  to  oil  sale  projects  ..." 
should  read  "...  access  lost  to  oil  shale  projects  ...". 


Page  234 

16  (16-3) 

Column  1,  fifth  full  paragraph,  third  sentence:  "Toxic 
elements  encountered  during  mining  and  ...  surface 
would  be  ..."  should  read  "If  toxic  elements  were  en- 
countered during  mining  or  processing  and  ...  surface, 
they  could  be  ...". 

N/A 

Column  2,  fifth  paragraph,  first  sentence:  "...  cultural 
resources  would  ..."  should  read  "...  cultural  resources 
which  are  nonrenewable  would  ...". 


VOLUME  2  -  MAP  ADDENDUM 


Page  224 

N/a 

Table  IV-10,  Vegetation  (row),  PREFERRED^ 
(column),  second  sentence:  "...  species  would  increase 
in  tall  vegetation  types  ..."  should  read  "...  species 
would  increase  in  all  vegetation  types  ...". 


Page  3 

N/A 

Column  1,  "Cultural",  last  sentence:  "...  excavation  of 
interpretive  facilities  ..."  should  read  "...  excavation  or 
interpretive  facilities  ...". 


Page  4 

26  (16-4) 


Page  225 

N/A 


Table  IV-10,  Wildlife  (row),  CURRENT  MANAGE- 
MENT (column),  second  sentence:  "...  would  result 
forage  available  ..."  should  read  "...  would  reduce 
forage  available  ...". 

Table  IV-10,  Wildlife  (row),  PREFERRED  (column), 
second  sentence:  "In  comparison  and  quantity  ..." 
should  read  :  "In  comparison,  the  quantity  ...". 


Column  2,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  not  be  allowed." 
should  read  "...  not  be  allowed  unless  mitigation  could 
take  place  that  would  offset  the  loss  of  wildlife 
habitat." 


Page  5 

26  (16-4) 

Column  2,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  priority  lands." 
should  read  "...  priority  lands  unless  stipulations  were 
implemented  to  adequately  mitigate  impacts." 


212 


ERRATA 


Page  9 

26  (16-4) 


Page  12 

26  (16-4) 


Column  2,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  priority  lands." 
should  read  "...  priority  lands  unless  stipulations  were 
implemented  to  adequately  mitigate  impacts." 

Page  11 

26  (16-4) 

Column  1,  "Oil  Shale  -  Open  Pit":  "...  those  lands 
during  ..."  should  read  "...  those  lands  disturbed  dur- 
ing ...". 

Column  1,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  priority  areas." 
should  read  "...  priority  areas  until  mitigation  was 
undertaken  to  replace  those  lands  disturbed  during  min- 
ing activities." 


Column  1,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  right-of-way 
corridor."  should  read  "...  right-of-way  corridor  unless 
stipulations  were  implemented  to  adequately  mitigate 
impacts." 

Page  18 

26  (16-4) 

Column  2,  "Coal-Surface":  "...  be  allowed."  should 
read  "...  be  allowed  unless  stipulations  are  implemented 
to  adequately  mitigate  impacts." 
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